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The integration of therapeutic genes 
into the genomes of patient’s cells 
can promote long-term expression, 
which is beneficial in the treatment of 
many disorders. However, integration 
can cause insertional mutagenesis 
and lead to the emergence of severe 
adverse effects. This thesis aimed at 
developing a vector that could target 
integration into safe areas within the 
human genome. Through modifica-
tions introduced into lentivirus vec-
tors, intracellular protein delivery and 
increased integration at the aimed 
rDNA site was achieved. These find-
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Inherited disorders can be treated with gene therapy by correcting a disease-underlying 
mutation in a patient’s gene (genome editing), or by permanently adding a new functional 
copy of a missing or dysfunctional gene (integration). Therapeutic gene addition can be 
accomplished with the aid of integrating gene transfer vehicles, or vectors, such as those 
based on Human Immunodeficiency virus-1 (HIV-1). HIV-1 is converted into a vector by 
disarming it of all of its disease-causing and replication-enabling elements, so that the 
remaining particle is only able to transfer a desired genetic cargo into target cells and 
subsequently catalyse its integration into the cellular genome. However, gene integration is 
not always a benign event, as it can disrupt the natural functioning of cellular genes. A 
therapeutic gene integrated into non-optimal genomic areas can even lead to the 
development of new diseases, such as cancer. Therefore integrating vectors are preferable 
for use in ex vivo gene therapy, where there is a possibility to select favourably altered cells 
prior to returning them into the patient. This type of selection procedures can, however, be 
laborious to conduct and there are currently no vectors available that could promote 
transgene integration without an inherent risk for insertional mutagenesis and adverse 
effects. 
The aim of this study was to develop a safely integrating gene transfer vector for use in 
gene therapy. Vector development involved modifying the integrase protein of a HIV-1 
based lentiviral vector by fusing it to a targeting protein, I-PpoI. Integrase is responsible for 
transgene integration into the cellular chromatin. I-PpoI can naturally recognize and bind to 
sequences in the ribosomal DNA that are thought to be safe sites for transgene integration. 
To test the functionality of the generated integrase-I-PpoI fusion protein in an optimal 
setting, a packaging method was developed that enabled foreign protein inclusion into 
lentivirus vectors without requiring modifications to vector production. To test whether the 
developed method would have broader applicability for the cellular delivery of 
heterologous proteins, additional integrase fusion proteins were generated. The genomic 
distribution of vector integration sites was studied in cell cultures using LM-PCR and 
bioinformatics methods. The IN-I-PpoI fusion protein was found to increase vector 
integration into the predetermined ribosomal DNA locus. In addition, the modification 
introduced into HIV-1 vectors was shown to aid in the transduction of proteins with 
characteristic similar to those that are used for genome editing and targeted gene insertion. 
These results may advance the development of safer vectors that are needed in gene 
therapy to be able to treat different disorders without causing integration-related safety 
risks and undesired adverse effects.  
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Perinnöllisiä sairauksia voidaan hoitaa geeniterapialla korjaamalla sairauden aiheuttajana 
oleva viallinen geeni ns. genomin editoinnilla tai lisäämällä potilaan soluihin pysyvällä 
tavalla toimiva versio puuttuvasta tai viallisesta geenistä. Geenin lisääminen eli integraatio 
saadaan aikaiseksi käyttämällä vektoreiksi kutsuttuja geenikuljettimia, joilla on kyky liittää 
haluttu DNA-molekyyli kohdesolun kromosomistoon. Esimerkki tällaisesta vektorista on 
ihmisen immuunikatovirukseen (HIV-1) perustuvat vektorit, joilla on monia etuja muihin 
geeninsiirtomenetelmiin verrattuna. HIV-1 muutetaan vektoriksi poistamalla siitä kaikki 
komponentit jotka osallistuvat taudinaiheutukseen ja jotka mahdollistavat viruksen 
lisääntymisen isäntäsolussa. Jäljelle jäänyt partikkeli kykenee vain viemään hoitavan 
geneettisen materiaalin soluun ja liittämään sen osaksi isäntäsolun kromosomistoa. 
Geenien integraatio ei kuitenkaan ole ongelmaton tapahtuma, koska vääriin paikkoihin 
liittyessään hoitogeeni voi haitata solun omien geenien normaalia toimintaa. Pahimmassa 
tapauksessa tämä voi johtaa uusien sairauksien, kuten syövän, syntyyn. Integroituvia 
vektoreita onkin turvallisinta käyttää ns. ex vivo-sovelluksissa, jotka mahdollistavat vain 
oikealla tavalla muokattujen solujen valinnan ja niiden siirtämisen takaisin potilaaseen. 
Tällainen solujen valintaprosessi voi kuitenkin olla työläs toteuttaa, ja kaikkiin nykyisin 
käytössä oleviin vektoreihin liittyy haitallisten mutaatioiden, ja sitä kautta ei-toivottujen 
haittavaikutusten, aiheuttamisen riski. 
Tämän työn tavoite on ollut kehittää turvallisesti integroituva geeninsiirtovektori, 
jollainen geeniterapian vektorivalikoimista toistaiseksi puuttuu. Työssä muokattiin HIV-1-
pohjaisen vektorin integraasi-proteiinia, joka vastaa siirtogeenien liittämisestä isäntäsolujen 
kromosomistoon. Integraasiin liitettiin I-PpoI-proteiini, joka tunnistaa ihmisen genomissa 
alueita ribosomaalisesta DNA:sta.  Siirtogeeni ajateltiin voitavan liittää tälle alueelle ilman 
että solun normaalille toiminalle aiheutuisi siitä haitallisia sivuvaikutuksia. Jotta luodun 
yhdistelmäproteiinin toimintaa voitiin tutkia parhaat sovellusmahdollisuudet omaavassa 
muodossa, kehitettiin menetelmä sen pakkaamiseksi HIV-1 -pohjaisiin vektoreihin. Tämän 
pakkausmenetelmän käytettävyyttä myös muiden geeniterapian saralla mahdollisesti 
hyödyllisten proteiinien solukuljetuksessa tutkittiin luomalla uusia integraasi-
yhdistelmäproteiineja. LM-PCR:ää ja bioinformatiikkaa hyväksi käyttäen todettiin 
integraasi-I-PpoI yhdistelmäproteiinin lisäävän vektorin integroitumista toivotulle 
ribosomaalisen DNA:n alueelle. Tämän lisäksi todettiin kehitetyn 
proteiinikuljetusmenetelmän soveltuvan geenien korjauksessa sekä kohdennetussa 
integraatiossa käytettävien entsyymien soluvientiin. Työssä saavutetut tulokset voivat olla 
laajemminkin hyödynnettävissä tutkimuksissa, jotka tähtäävät erilaisten sairauksien 
hoitamiseen geeniterapialla ilman ei-haluttuja ja hoidon turvallisuutta uhkaavia 
sivuvaikutuksia.  
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1 Introduction 
Gene therapy is the treatment of inherited or acquired diseases by temporal or permanent 
introduction of therapeutic nucleic acids into a patient’s cells. It can also involve the 
correction of disease-underlying mutations in a patient’s genes, called genome editing. 
The therapeutic genetic material usually consists of a transcription unit, in which the 
transferred gene is accompanied by its necessary control elements such as promoters and 
enhancers. When these elements become integrated into the target cell’s genome, they can 
alter the activity status of cellular genes, extending their effects to considerable distances. 
If transcriptional deregulation by vector-derived sequences affects host genes that have 
important roles in cellular division and growth, the cells can escape from their normal 
growth restriction and become transduced or cancerous cells. In fact, transgene integration 
through any other mechanism than homologous recombination is inherently associated 
with insertional mutagenesis, which can have genotoxic consequences through different 
mechanisms. The targeting of transgene integration into safe sites within the target cell’s 
genome represents a solution to the safety risks associated with integrating gene transfer 
vectors. Therefore, several methods are being developed to minimize the risks of 
inadvertent cellular gene activation and other forms of genotoxicity.  
The aim of this work was to introduce modifications to vectors derived from Human 
Immunodeficiency Virus 1 (HIV-1) in order to study whether transgene integration could 
be targeted to a genomic safe harbor locus, the ribosomal DNA. In addition, this work 
explores the possibilities of using lentivirus vector particles for protein transduction with a 
previously unexploited approach. The results obtained in this work demonstrate that 
integrase fusion proteins are able to modify vector integration site selection in human 
cells. Moreover, it was devised that vector particles containing the introduced integrase 
fusions proteins are suitable for the cellular delivery of different proteins both in the 
absence or presence of concomitant gene transfer. While the first finding broadens the 
selection of available approaches for targeted gene integration with lentivirus vectors, the 
second can be considered to benefit many types of applications such as gene correction, 
site-specific gene insertion through DNA double strand breaks and temporal 
manipulation of target cell’s signaling cascades. The vector modifications and findings 
presented here may prove useful to many areas of gene therapy, including safer 






2 Review of the literature  
2.1 GENE THERAPY 
2.1.1  Basic concepts of human gene therapy 
Gene therapy is the treatment of acquired or inherited diseases by introducing genetic 
material into the patient’s cells or organs with the aim of curing a disease, alleviating its 
symptoms or slowing down its progression (Verma and Weitzman 2005). The therapeutic 
genetic material, which can be either DNA or RNA, is transferred into the target cells with 
the assistance of gene transfer vehicles called vectors. In ex vivo gene transfer, specific 
cells of the patient are extracted, expanded in culture, treated with appropriate gene 
transfer vectors and finally introduced back into the patient. In vivo gene transfer occurs 
directly into the tissues of the patient. Unfortunately not all cell types can be successfully 
cultured outside of the body and then re-introduced, and therefore many conditions can 
only be treated by in vivo gene therapy of somatic cells.  
2.1.2 Gene transfer vectors 
Gene therapy vectors can be divided into different classes according to their origin (viral 
or non-viral) and on the type of gene transfer they promote (permanent versus transient). 
Viruses have evolved efficient strategies to transport their DNA or RNA genomes into 
cells to harness the host for progeny virus production. With the exception of certain 
vectors used for cancer treatments, viral vectors are engineered by removing the 
sequences essential for virus replication and pathogenicity, and replacing them with the 
desired genetic material to be delivered into the target cells (Kootstra and Verma 2003; 
Verma and Weitzman 2005). Gene transfer with viral vectors, called transduction, is often 
efficient due to the inherent ability of viruses to infect different cell types. The general 
drawbacks of viral vectors include potential elimination of the vectors or transduced cells 
from the organism due to immunological responses elicited against viral proteins. Other 
limiting factors for viral vectors’ use in gene therapy may arise from difficulties in 
producing sufficiently large amounts of pure vectors.   
Non-viral vectors are based on transferring DNA or RNA into cells with the aid of 
physical or chemical means, collectively called transfection (Verma & Weitzman 2005). 
Non-viral vectors can range from a simple plasmid DNA containing one gene of interest 
(GOI) to more complex DNA-based systems capable of transgene integration. Non-viral 
vectors generally suffer from limited in vivo transfection efficiency, but they are easy to 
produce in high quantities and generally they elicit low immunological responses.  
Hybrid vectors are generated by combining the desired features from different viral or 
non-viral vectors. In addition to the GOI, all vectors typically contain auxiliary cis-
elements that control the expression of the transgene and improve vector production and 
functionality.  
Permanent or long-term gene transfer is accomplished by using integrating vectors that 
catalyze the attachment of the GOI into the genome of the target cell (Kootstra & Verma 
2003). When a cell undergoes cellular division, it duplicates its chromosomes to yield two 




cellular genome and are inherited by the daughter cells. Transgene integration is necessary 
when sustained, even life-long, expression of an introduced gene is desired, for example 
when treating monogenic inherited diseases by gene therapy. The aim is to introduce a 
functional copy of a gene whose absence or malfunctioning is causing the disease. In 
addition to gene augmentation, genome editing represents one form of permanent 
modifications introduced into target cells. In the context of gene therapy, genome editing 
involves introducing predetermined sequence changes to the chromosomal DNA with the 
goal of correcting the mutations that underlie a certain disease (Perez-Pinera et al. 2012). In 
some instances, a therapeutic benefit can also be achieved by disrupting the coding region 
of an endogenous gene, as in the case of restricting viral infection (Holt et al. 2010). 
Non-integrating vectors generally promote transient expression of transgenes (Kootstra 
and Verma 2003). These are present in nuclei as extrachromosomal DNA, which is 
generally not duplicated with the cellular genome. In dividing cells, the non-integrated 
genetic material is therefore eventually lost due to dilution. Non-integrating vectors are 
generally used to treat acquired conditions such as cancer, where short-term expression of 
a therapeutic gene product can elicit the expected therapeutic outcome. However, certain 
non-integrating vectors, such as episomal vectors and artificial chromosomes, can promote 
long-term transgene expression in the absence of integration (Verma and Weitzman 2005). 
They are maintained in the nucleus through specific elements and become replicated 
autonomously or along with the genomic DNA.  
Non-integrating vectors do not necessarily carry an expressed transgene, as they may 
also be harnessed to ferry RNA molecules or proteins into cells. Protein transduction is a 
special approach which can be achieved by using viral vectors or protein moieties for the 
cellular delivery of desired molecules with specific functions (Wagstaff and Jans 2006). In 
addition to the protein of interest, these kinds of vectors may also contain a transferred 
genetic cargo. 
2.1.3 Vectors in clinical gene therapy trials 
Different gene therapy treatments need to be verified as safe and functional in clinical 
gene therapy trials; this involves three to four steps, or phases. Successful completion of 
phase III studies enables applying for a marketing license for the treatment (Gonin et al. 
2005). The first and currently only gene therapy treatment that has received a positive 
opinion on the marketing authorization by the European Medicines Agency (EMA) is 
Glybera, a treatment for the ultra-orphan disease lipoprotein lipase deficiency (European 
Medicines Agency 2012).  
The majority of clinical gene therapy trials are conducted using viral vectors (Figure 1). 
In total, 81.5% of gene therapy clinical trials address three diseases: cancer (64.4%), 
inherited monogenic diseases (8.7%) and cardiovascular disease (8.4%) (Ginn et al. 2013). 
The currently most widely used vectors (Figure 1) are based on adenoviruses, which are 
non-enveloped DNA viruses with a double stranded genome of approximately 36–40 kb 
(Verma and Weitzman 2005). Adenovirus vectors can infect a wide range of organs, are 
easy to produce in large quantities and are resistant to environmental factors. In gene 
therapy, they can be used to treat diseases such as cancer in which transient expression of 
a therapeutic gene in the relevant tissue is sufficient for the therapeutic outcome (Warnock 
et al. 2011). The most developed adenoviral vectors, called ‘gutless vectors’, have been 
deleted of all viral gene products.  The use of adenoviral vectors in gene therapy can be 
challenging due to the recognition of the remaining adenoviral proteins by the innate 
immune system, which can lead to acute toxicity and rapid elimination of adenoviral 




after adenovirus vector transduction may be hampered due to the adaptive immune 
responses against viral particles and transgene products (Warnock et al. 2011). 
Retrovirus vectors are the second largest group of vectors being utilized in gene therapy 
trials and they represent the most popular choice for integrating vectors (Ginn et al. 2013). 
Clinical trials conducted with retroviral vectors have focused on treating monogenic life-
threatening conditions mainly affecting the immunological system.  The main types of 
integrating vectors will be described in the following sections of the literature review, with 
a focus on retroviral and lentiviral vectors.  
 
 
Figure 1. Vectors used in gene therapy clinical trials (reproduced after Ginn et al. 2013).    
 
2.2 GENOTOXICITY 
Any physical or chemical agent that causes damage to and compromises the integrity of 
genomic DNA, resulting in mutations or cancer, can be called a genotoxin. Genetic 
damage can occur spontaneously e.g. during DNA replication, or it can be induced by 
mutagens (Lewin 2004). Both endogenous factors and exogenous stress represent sources 
of mutagens, ranging from reactive oxygen species that arise as a byproduct of cellular 
energy metabolism to UV irradiation. DNA damage can be mutagenic, carcinogenic or 
teratogenic; i.e. causing alterations into the genetic code, leading to cancer or causing fetal 
malformation, respectively. Mutations are changes in the DNA sequence that can occur at 
single bases (point mutations) or affect larger genome areas (Lewin 2004). Mutagens such 
as UV irradiation can increase the incidence of point mutations, whereas mutations caused 
by gene transfer vectors are usually due to insertions of one or more base pairs 
(insertional mutagenesis) (Wu & Dunbar 2011). Integrating viral and non-viral vectors 
rely on the activity of specific proteins that are specialized in undertaking distinct 
enzymatic steps necessary for the attachment of one DNA molecule to another DNA 
molecule. Integration may require several steps, e.g. DNA excision, ligation and 
replication, which can in addition to insertional mutagenesis, lead to structural 





2.2.1 Different outcomes of transgene integration 
Integrating vectors obligatorily modify the host cell’s genome by introducing new 
sequences into it, thereby potentially acting as genotoxins and insertional mutagens. The 
cellular effects of transgene integration depend on the genomic site at which the 
integration occurs and on the type of sequences being inserted (Hackett et al. 2007; Voigt 
et al. 2008). If a new DNA sequence is inserted into heterochromatin or genomic areas that 
contain no important regulatory or coding sequences, the effect of the insertion on the cell 
can be zero (silent mutation). However, if the inserted DNA lands on protein-coding 
genes or gene regulatory areas, harmful mutations become more likely. Vector integration 
can cause a null mutation if the inserted DNA disrupts a cellular gene and totally 
abolishes its function. Insertion within a coding sequence may result in truncated or non-
functional transcripts, which can have genotoxic consequences (Fig. 2).  
The insertion of vector sequences may also give rise to a new function or change the 
expression pattern of cellular genes. This kind of insertional mutagenesis is called a gain-
of-function mutation (GOF) (Hackett et al. 2007). Transcriptional deregulation of cellular 
genes is mainly induced through the insertion of vector-contained promoter and enhancer 
elements, which can affect the expression levels of sequences as distant as 100-275 kb from 
the insertion site (Maruggi et al. 2009; Papapetrou et al. 2011). Integration of these 
elements close to the transcription start sites and other cellular gene regulatory areas poses 
a particularly high risk of endangering endogenous gene function (Trobridge 2011). Post-
transcriptional deregulation is also possible through the insertion of splicing and 
polyadenylation signals within vector sequences.  These elements together with the 
vector-borne promoters and enhancers may induce aberrant splicing, premature transcript 
termination, and the generation of chimeric viral-host read-through transcripts, that have 
novel and potentially genotoxic activities (Maruggi et al. 2009; Moiani et al. 2012; Montini 
et al. 2009).  
When vector insertion eliminates or reduces the activity of a gene, it causes a loss-of-
function mutation (LOF) (Hackett et al. 2007). LOF-mutations are generally recessive and 
less harmful than GOF mutations that are usually dominant. In the most severe cases, 
GOF-mutations affect cellular genes important for growth control, namely oncogenes or 
tumour suppressor genes, leading to the development of cancer. Therefore, insertional 
mutagenesis can also be oncogenic.  The different consequences of transgene insertion for 
cellular genes are summarized in Figure 2. 
2.2.2 Genomic safe harbors for transgene integration 
Any DNA introduced into cells by vectors can theoretically become integrated into the 
host cell’s genome, but integrating vectors carry a particularly high risk of insertional 
mutagenesis.  Thus, if one wishes to avoid genotoxic outcomes of transgene integration, 
then controlling the site of gene insertion is of the utmost importance. The optimal site for 
transgene integration would be at extragenic genomic locations that could allow 
predictable expression of the introduced gene without adversely affecting the host cell or 
organism through genotoxicity (Sadelain et al. 2011). Five criteria have been proposed for 
a true genomic safe harbor (GSH) for transgene integration: (i) distance of at least 50 kb 
from the 5′ end of any gene, (ii) distance of at least 300 kb from any cancer-related gene, 
(iii) distance of at least 300 kb from any microRNA, (iv) location outside a transcription 
unit and (v) location outside non-coding intragenic or intergenic regions that are 
completely conserved in the human, mouse and rat genomes (ultraconserved regions) 
(Papapetrou et al. 2011). These criteria are based on defining a locus for integration, where 




genes, (ii) activation of proto-oncogenes or inactivation of tumor suppression genes, (iii) 
affecting important cellular regulatory processes, (iv) inactivating cellular genes and (v) 
affecting areas enriched with enhancers and exons. Although many genomic locations 
have been proposed as GSHs and targeted for integration with different means, successful 
methods to target a strictly defined GSH remain to be devised (Sadelain et al. 2011). 
Figure 2. Possible mutagenic consequences of transgene integration in or close to a cellular 
transcription unit (modified from Nowrouzi et al. 2011). A) A silent mutation, integration into 
e.g. heterochromatin. B and C) Activation of neighboring genes by enhancer elements present 
within the vector (GOF). D and E) Gene deregulation due to strong internal promoters that can 
lead to viral-host gene-fusion transcripts (GOF/LOF). F) Inactivation of cellular genes by vector 
insertion that causes truncated or non-functional transcripts (LOF/null mutation). TSS, 
transcription start site. The black horizontal lines represent expressed and spliced transcripts. 
2.2.3 Resolving vector integration sites 
Characterizing the cellular integration sites of a vector is critical for assessing the risk of 
insertional mutagenesis and understanding and potentially avoiding vector-related 
genotoxicity (Kustikova et al. 2010; Wu and Dunbar 2011). Integration sites (IS) in the 
genomic DNA of transduced cells can be studied using different methods, many of which 
utilize the polymerase chain reaction (PCR). Generally PCR is designed so that 
amplification extends from a known integrated vector sequence towards the unknown 
genomic DNA that contains the integration site information. The junction fragment is 
amplified and sequenced, and the resulting read data is bioinformatically processed and 
analyzed to match unique integration sites in the human genome. The IS sequence data 




vector’s genotoxic potential. IS analysis commonly involves retrieving information relating 
to the chromosomal features around the ISs, the genes potentially affected by the insertion 
and clustering of ISs within regions known to underline cellular transformation events.  
Due to the limitations of the Sanger sequencing technology, next generation sequencing 
methods, such as the 454 and Illumina, have become the methods of choice to resolve 
integration site data from complex samples containing multiple integration sites (Metzker 
2010; Strausberg et al. 2008).  
Many techniques used for identifying integrated proviral (vector genome) and host 
genomic DNA junctions involve cleaving the genomic DNA with restriction enzymes 
(REs) in order to amplify the sequence of interest. Examples include the plasmid rescue 
method (Kurdi-Haidar and Friedmann 1996) and several PCR-based methods such as 
linear amplification-mediated polymerase chain reaction (LAM-PCR, Schmidt et al. 2007; 
Schmidt et al. 2002),  ligation-mediated PCR (LM-PCR, Mueller and Wold 1989) and 
inverse PCR (Jin et al. 2002; Ochman et al. 1988; Silver and Keerikatte 1989). Full recovery 
of cellular ISs with techniques that depend on REs is impossible, because some of the ISs 
will evade detection due to their occurrence being too close or too far from a RE site. If a 
RE site resides in the close proximity of an integrated vector sequence, the resulting 
fragment can be too small to be resolved. Alternatively, fragments too long to be amplified 
can be produced if the RE site resides distant from the integrated vector. Due to the 
uneven occurrence of RE-sites in the genome, RE-dependent methods produce IS 
information with an inherent restriction site bias (Wang et al. 2008; Gabriel et al. 2009). The 
bias can, however, be bioinformatically accounted for in the data analysis step by 
generating so-called matched random control sites (MRCs) that contain the same potential 
bias (Berry et al. 2006; Mitchell et al. 2004). In addition, new RE-independent methods 
have been developed to improve the unbiased resolution of ISs, and to be able to 
accurately quantify the relative contributions of individual integration site containing 
clones in a polyclonal setting. These include a MuA transposase based method (Brady et 
al. 2011), non-restrictive LM-PCR (Gabriel et al. 2009; Paruzynski et al. 2010; Wu et al. 
2013) and flanking-sequence exponential anchored PCR (FLEA-PCR, Pule et al. 2008). 
Despite the advances in  method sensitivity and improved IS coverage, the current 
extraction methods still seem to be challenged by bias-related issues, since access to the 
full integrome may be restricted by secondary structure motifs of the flanking DNA, or 
other factors not related to the primary DNA sequence (Wu et al. 2013).  
 
2.3 RETROVIRUSES AND RETROVIRAL VECTORS 
Retroviruses are a large and diverse family of enveloped RNA viruses that have a unique 
life cycle among all viruses as they replicate via a double stranded DNA intermediate 
(Goff 2007). Their genome consists of two copies of a linear single stranded RNA molecule 
of 7-12 kb, which are protected by a protein core inside the enveloped virus particle. 
According to the complexity of the viral genomes, retroviruses can be categorized into so- 
called simple and complex retroviruses. The first class includes the genera of alpha-, beta- 
and gammaretroviruses, and the latter group contains the delta- and epsilon-retroviruses, 
lentiviruses and spumaviruses. Three open reading frames (ORFs) are common to all 
retroviruses: gag (group associated antigen) encoding for structural proteins, pol encoding 
for the proteins needed in viral replication, and env encoding for the envelope 
glycoproteins that mediate virus entry.  In contrast to simple retroviruses that contain no 




with a range of functions (Goff 2007). All retroviral genomes are flanked by two long 
terminal repeat (LTR) sequences and contain cis-acting packaging sequences (phi, Ψ) that 
is needed for the correct incorporation of unspliced genomic RNA molecules into new 
virus particles (Figure 3). 
 
Figure 3. The proviral genome organization of a simple retrovirus (MLV, top) and a complex 
lentivirus (bottom, HIV-1). Essential cis-acting features are depicted in red; green boxes mark 
the genes of structural and enzymatic proteins and auxiliary genes are marked in cyan (except 
for rev in the HIV-1 genome). U3 and U5, unique sequences to the 3’ and 5’ LTRs, 
respectively; R, repeated sequence. Viral gene products and abbreviations are explained in the 
text. (Figure reproduced after Verma and Weitzman 2005).  
 
In gene therapy, the term (simple) retrovirus usually refers to vectors derived from 
gammaretroviruses (γRV). Historically most widely used γRV vector (γRVV) in gene 
therapy trials is based on (Moloney) murine leukemia virus (MLV). The second largest 
genus of retroviruses that have been exploited as tools for gene transfer is the lentiviruses 
(LVs). Lentivirus vectors (LVVs) used in clinical trials are typically derived from human 
immunodeficiency virus 1 (HIV-1). Together γRVVs and LVVs comprise 22.6% of all the 
vectors used in gene therapy trials (Ginn et al. 2013). 
Other members of the retrovirus family that have recently attracted interest as gene 
therapy vector platforms are the alpharetroviruses and spumaviruses.  Spumaviruses  are 
complex retroviruses that are apathogenic in humans, and the several unique features they 
possess compared to γRVVs or LVVs make them attractive candidates for gene therapy 
(Linial, 1999).  Alpharetroviruses have been suggested to be safer gene transfer vehicles 
than γRVVs or LVVs due to their different integration pattern (Suerth et al. 2012). The 
following sections will focus on describing the two most used gene therapy vectors based 
on retroviruses, the MLV-derived γRVVs and the HIV-1 -derived LVVs. 
2.3.1 Retrovirus life cycle   
The retroviral life cycle is divided into two phases, early and late. The early phase 
encompasses virus entry, reverse transcription and integration; thus transportation of the 
viral genome into the target cell and its subsequent integration into host DNA. The late 
phase involves expression of the virus genome and the production of progeny viruses. 
With the exception of spumaviruses, the most important features of the retrovirus life 
cycle are shared between the different genera of retroviruses (Goff 2007).  
The early phase of the retroviral life cycle begins by binding of the virus to the cellular 




cellular surface leads to virus internalization through membrane fusion or endocytosis 
(Nisole and Saïb 2004).  After gaining entry into the host cell, the virus becomes uncoated 
and the RNA genome is reverse transcribed into double stranded DNA by the viral 
enzyme reverse transcriptase (RT) (Figure 4).  The processing of the RNA genome into a 
complementary DNA (cDNA) molecule takes place within a large complex called the 
reverse transcription complex (RTC) that includes at least the viral proteins nucleocapsid 
(NC), RT, integrase (IN), and the viral RNA. After completion of reverse transcription, the 
protein-cDNA complex, now designated the preintegration complex (PIC), traverses the 
cytoplasm towards the nucleus. In addition to viral proteins, PICs contain several cellular 
proteins which may aid in nuclear translocation and can act as cofactors for correct 
integration (Raghavendra et al. 2010).  The large size of the PIC precludes nuclear entry by 
passive diffusion, and retroviruses have evolved different strategies to gain access to the 
genomic DNA for integration to occur. Lentiviral PICs become internalized into the 
nucleus of both dividing and non-dividing cells through active transport (Bukrinsky et al. 
1992; Lewis et al. 1992), but simple retroviruses depend on the break-down of the nuclear 
envelope during mitosis to become internalized (Roe et al. 1993). Once inside the nucleus, 
the PIC-associated viral IN protein catalyzes attachment of the viral cDNA into the 
genomic DNA.   
 
Figure 4. The life cycle of a retrovirus and structure of a mature HIV-1 virion. A) The life cycle 
of a retrovirus begins by binding of the virus to receptors on the plasma membrane of the 
target cell, followed by its internalization into cytoplasm. The RNA genome is reverse 
transcribed in the RTC, after which it is transported to the nucleus within the PIC. IN catalyzes 
cDNA integration into the cellular genome. Provirus transcription yields genomic RNA and RNA 
molecules which are translated to viral proteins and precursor polyproteins.                
B) Structure of a mature HIV-1 virion (modified from: 
http://idshowcase.lshtm.ac.uk/id501/ID501/S1S2/ID501_S1S2_050_010.html.) Pbs, primer 
binding site; ppt, polypurine tract; pA, polyadenylation signal. Abbreviations for the viral genes 




The late phase of the retrovirus life cycle begins when the integrated virus genome, the 
provirus, is expressed by the cellular polymerases to yield proteins and genomic RNA 
molecules necessary to construct progeny virus particles (Goff 2007). Provirus expression 
initiates from the enhancer and promoter sequences residing in the U3 region of the 5’LTR. 
A fraction of the RNA molecules produced become spliced and translated into viral 
proteins. Another fraction becomes exported from the nucleus as single-spliced or non-
spliced genomic RNA molecules. New virus particles start to form at the plasma 
membrane initiated by the assembly of expressed Gag (Pr55Gag) and GagPol 
(Pr160GagPol) precursor polyproteins, Env proteins and two copies of viral genomic RNA. 
The packaging and dimerization signal Ψ of the virus genomic RNA guides its 
incorporation into newly forming virions. The Env-glycoproteins are incorporated into the 
viral membrane during the budding process. The newly formed virion matures through 
protease (PR)-catalyzed cleavage of Gag and Gag-Pol precursors. Gag processing gives 
rise to the structural proteins matrix (MA, p17), capsid (CA, p24) and NC (p7), p6 and two 
small spacer peptides (p1 and p2).  The Env is processed to yield the surface (SU, gp120) 
and the transmembrane (TM, gp41) proteins and Pol is processed to protease (PR), RT and 
IN (Goff 2007).  The structure of a mature HIV-1 particle is depicted in Figure 4 B.  
2.3.2 Integration 
For all members of the retrovirus family, the LTR-flanked viral genome is integrated into 
the host chromatin in a similar three step process catalyzed by the viral IN. In the first step 
called 3’ end processing, IN releases a di- or trinucleotide from the 3’ ends of the blunt-
ended LTRs to expose a 3’ hydroxyl (OH-) group attached to the invariant CA 
dinucleotide (Goff 2007). An OH-group of water provides the source of the initial 
nucleophile attack. IN next catalyses the strand transfer step, where the target DNA is 
cleaved and a new phosphodiester bond between the viral DNA and the target DNA is 
formed in a one-step transesterification reaction. The 3’OH group of the recessed LTR 
provides the source for the second nucleophile attack, and the 3’ ends of the viral DNA 
molecule are inserted into opposing strands of host cell chromosomal DNA. The last step 
of integration, called 5’ end ligation, involves the activity of cellular DNA repair proteins 
that finalize the integration process by cleaving off the mismatched nucleotides of the 
unpaired 5’ ends of the viral LTRs, and covalently join the unattached DNA strands 
(Skalka & Katz 2005; Smith et al. 2008). As a result, the cleaved host DNA sequence is 
repeated at both ends of the integrated provirus, with its length depending on the 
retroviral species.   
2.3.2.1 Structure of the integrase protein and organization of the intasome 
INs of the different genera of the Retroviridae share a similar domain organization that 
includes an N-terminal domain (NTD) with a zinc finger motif, a central catalytic core 
domain (CCD), and a less conserved C-terminal domain (CTD) (Figure 5 A)(Goff 2007). 
Some retroviruses contain an additional NTD extension domain (NED) (Hare et al. 2010). 
The conserved His and Cys residues in the NTD bind a single Zn2+ ion which stabilizes its 
three-helical structure. The CCD contains an D,D-X35-E catalytic triad (Asp-Asp-Glu)-
motif that is conserved from retroviruses to certain bacterial transposase proteins. The 
positively-charged CTD possesses sequence non-specific DNA binding activity (Engelman 
et al. 1994). Assigning specific function to the CTDs has been difficult, but it has been 
postulated to play a role in generating protein contacts that ultimately protect HIV-1 IN 
from proteasomal degradation (Zheng et al. 2011) and participate in the nuclear import of 




The functional IN complex, or the intasome, consists of two IN dimers, the inner and 
the outer dimer (Hare et al. 2010). The inner subunits elicit the most important IN-
functions, as they bind the viral DNA, are responsible for catalysis and make all contacts 
involved in tetramerization. The outer subunits, for which only the CCDs have been 
resolved, appear to provide structural support. Different IN domains do not have discrete 
functions in the intasome, but all contribute to extensive protein-protein and protein-DNA 
contacts. The roles of the NTDs in the inner dimer are stabilization of the dimer-dimer 
interface through interacting with the CCDs of the opposing inner IN monomer.  In the 
resolved structure, the CTDs localize next to the target DNA-binding cleft (Figure 5 B). 
The molecules within each dimer interact through an extensive CCD-CCD interface (Hare 
et al. 2010). Although γRVV and LVVs integrate through a similar mechanism, they have 
different integration preferences in the cellular genome, which affects their use as gene 
therapy vectors. 
 
Figure 5. Structure of the HIV-1 integrase and organization of the intasome (modified from 
Poeschla 2008 and Hare et al. 2010). A) The figure shows the different domains of the HIV-1 
IN, and the amino acids in the CCD that are crucial for IN activity. The locations and identifiers 
of the amino acids that contact HIV-1 IN’s most important cellular cofactor, the lens 
epithelium-derived growth factor p75, are shown below the schematic. B) The structure of a 
retroviral intasome.  The domains belonging to the two inner subunits (inner-1 and inner-2) 
are shown. Only the CCDs of the outer subunits are shown. The viral LTR sequences (“viral 































2.3.2.2 Different retroviruses have distinct integration preferences 
The different genera of retroviruses integrate into the cellular chromatin with different 
characteristics (Bushman et al. 2005; Ciuffi and Bushman 2006). Integration into the 
genome is not random, and each genus has a weak, symmetric integration site sequence 
consensus (Wu et al. 2005). There are also genus-specific biases in the distribution of ISs 
within the cellular DNA with regard to many genomic features, such as transcription 
units, CpG islands and epigenetic marks (Bushman et al. 2005). To date, the integration 
patterns of LVs and γRVs have been thoroughly characterized, and more information 
begins to be available also concerning the other retroviral genera.  
The dinucleotide CpG is underrepresented in the human genome because methyl-GpG 
dinucleotides are readily mutated to TpG dinucleotides. Undermethylated CpG 
dinucleotides can, however, be found clustered in so called CpG islands, which are 
enriched in and around gene promoters (Lewin 2004). A high CpG island frequency at 
large genomic windows indicates an area enriched with genes and gene regulatory areas 
(Lander et al. 2001). CpG islands can therefore be used as markers of promoters at small 
genomic windows, and of gene dense regions when larger windows are considered.  
The content of the nucleotides G and C varies in the genome, with clearly identifiable 
regions that have much higher or lower GC-percentages than the genome-wide average of 
41% (Lander et al. 2001). GC-rich regions are generally gene-rich and have short introns 
and high frequencies of CpG islands. A DNase hypersensitive site is a genomic site where 
an unusual organization of nucleosomes, renders the site about 100-fold more sensitive for 
digestion with DNase I and other nucleases, than the surrounding DNA (Lewin 2004). 
These surrogate markers for accessible chromatin are generally associated with gene 
regulatory regions, CpG islands, highly conserved sequences and transcription factor 
binding sites (Crawford et al. 2006). 
The prototype γRV MLV favors integration near transcription start sites (TSS), DNase -
hypersensitive sites, and into other features associated with promoters and TSSs of active 
genes, such as certain histone methylation marks and areas rich in CpG density and GC 
content  (Cattoglio et al. 2010; Mitchell et al. 2004; Roth et al. 2011; Schröder et al. 2002; Wu 
et al. 2003). Gene-rich regions and active transcription units are also favored for 
integration by LVs, but they tend to integrate throughout the body of genes, away from 
gene regulatory regions (Wang et al. 2007; Berry et al. 2006). In addition, the positive 
correlation of HIV ISs with a high content of DNase hypersensitive site only at longer 
intervals supports this view.   
Both γRVs and LVs favor integration in regions of high GC content, when looking at 
large window sizes around the IS, which is in accordance with the viruses’ preference 
towards promoters and gene-rich areas, respectively. At smaller window sizes (<2kb), 
however, LVs show a preference for AT-rich DNA whereas γRVs favor GC-rich regions at 
all window sizes (Wang et al. 2007; Berry et al. 2006). Factors that affect local integration 
preference and influence integration site selection are thought to explain the difference 
(see later). 
Alpharetroviruses and deltaretroviruses display only a weak integration preference 
towards transcription units and CpG islands (Mitchell et al. 2004; Derse et al. 2007). In 
contrast to all other genera studied, betaretroviruses show no integration site preferences, 
displaying a random distribution of integration sites in the host genome (Faschinger et al. 
2008). Unlike γRVs and LVs, spumaviruses do not prefer transcribed genes for integration, 
but have a modest preference for integration near TSSs and a significant preference for 




2.3.2.3 Factors affecting retroviral integration preferences 
There are many potential factors that can contribute to the formation of IS patterns typical 
for different classes of retroviruses.  These factors include differences in the viral IN 
proteins, the mechanism of nuclear entry, chromatin accessibility, and tethering 
mechanisms (Ciuffi and Bushman 2006). The most important factor explaining the 
difference between MLV and HIV-1 integration patterns is the interaction of the viral 
integration machinery with different host factors.  Efficient LV integration has been shown 
to depend on the presence of a ubiquitous chromatin-associated host protein, the Lens 
epithelium-derived growth factor p75 (LEDGF/p75) (Shun et al. 2007; Vandekerckhove et 
al. 2006). LEDGF/p75 has an N-terminal chromatin binding domain and an IN binding 
domain at its C-terminus, which interacts with specific amino acids in IN’s CCD (Figure 5) 
(Engelman and Cherepanov 2008; Poeschla 2008). It functions essentially by tethering IN 
to the chromatin. The NTD of LEDGF/p75 directs binding to active transcription units and 
contains an AT-hook motif, which most likely explains the integration preference of HIV-1 
for AT-rich DNA (Ciuffi et al. 2005; De Rijck et al. 2010). In cells depleted of LEDGF, 
integration occurs less efficiently and into genomic features typically favored by simple 
retroviruses (Shun et al. 2007). HIV-1 IN interacts with various other cellular proteins, 
such as Hepatoma-derived growth factor related protein 2 (HRP-2), but their impact on IS 
selection is either unclear or less important than that of LEDGF/p75’s (Schrijvers et al. 
2012; Studamire and Goff 2008). LEDGF is thus the major determinant of the integration 
pattern typical for LVs (Ciuffi et al. 2005; Shun et al. 2007).  
With regard to the other potential factors affecting LV IS selection, it is known that 
integration site preferences are not host-specific and neither is integration targeting 
dependent on the route of viral entry into cells or the state of cell cycle (Desfarges and 
Ciuffi 2010; Trobridge 2011). The step of nuclear entry may however impact the site of 
integration into the chromatin, as components of the nuclear trafficking and nuclear pore 
machinery have been shown to be required for HIV to achieve its normal pattern of ISs 
(Ocwieja et al. 2011). 
Unlike for LVs, it has not been possible to identify similar tethering factors for γRV IN 
that would predict viral integration. MLV IN interacts with various host proteins, 
including transcription factors, chromatin and RNA binding proteins and proteins with 
miscellaneous functions (Studamire and Goff 2008). In addition to the γRV IN protein, the 
presence of intact LTRs in vectors or virus genomes influences their integration pattern: 
transcription factors binding the LTR enhancer may synergize with the γRV IN protein in 
tethering retroviral PICs to cellular promoters and enhancers enriched with transcription 
factor binding sites (Felice et al. 2009). A correlation has been found between γRV ISs and 
a collection of histone marks and bound proteins associated with active transcription 
units, which may facilitate identification of more specific cellular factors behind the γRV 
integration pattern (Roth et al. 2011).  For retroviruses of other genera, the mechanisms 
that underlie their integration preferences are currently even less well known than for 
γRVs.  
2.3.3 Generation of retroviral and lentiviral vectors 
When a retrovirus is converted to a gene transfer vector, only the early steps of its life 
cycle are harnessed for gene delivery, culminating into transgene integration. The 
generation of replication competent retroviral or lentiviral particles (RCRs or RCLs) is 
highly undesirable, and their possible occurrence is actively avoided (Sinn et al. 2005). 




exception that the viral proteins and vector RNA genome are produced from especially 
designed vector production constructs instead of from the provirus.  
2.3.3.1 The split packaging design 
Vector production plasmids are designed in such a way that intends to reduce the risks of 
inadvertent RCR and RCL production through recombination between vector constructs 
and other retroviral sequences (Sinn et al. 2005). This is accomplished by separating the 
coding regions for structural and enzymatically active proteins (gag and pol-genes), the 
envelope construct and the retroviral genome into separate expression plasmids. In such a 
split-packaging design, structural proteins and the envelope construct are expressed from 
helper-plasmids, whereas the GOI is located within the vector construct containing the cis-
acting sequences required for vector packaging, reverse transcription and integration 
(LTRs and ψ; RRE additionally for LVVs; Fig. 6). The γRVV packaging system is the most 
advanced split-packaging design because it contains no overlapping regions between the 
coding sequences of Gag, Pol or accessory genes (Hildinger et al. 1999). These vectors can 
be produced by the transient transfection of production plasmids into producer cells, or by 
generating genetically engineered stable packaging cell lines (reviewed in Maetzig et al. 
2011).  
The split-packaging system used to produce the most advanced, so-called third 
generation HIV-1 derived lentivirus vectors is composed of four separate plasmids (Fig. 6): 
(i) a packaging construct containing gag and pol genes; (ii) an env, or pseudotyping 
plasmid encoding for a heterologous envelope protein; (iii) a transgene plasmid (vector 
transfer construct) driven by a heterologous strong promoter; and (iv) a plasmid 
expressing Rev (Dull et al. 1998). The LVV split packaging design is, however, incomplete 
because the packaging signal ψ overlaps with coding sequences derived from gag, env and 
pol (Schambach et al. 2013). All HIV-1’s accessory proteins dispensable for vector 
production have been deleted to increase vector safety, but in contrast to γRVVs, efficient 
LVV production requires the presence of one viral accessory protein, Rev (Dull et al. 1998). 
Rev enhances the nuclear export of singly spliced and unspliced RNA molecules by 
binding to Rev responsive elements (RRE) present on mRNA molecules (Malim et al. 
1989).  Although this kind of sequence similarity may lead to homologous recombination 
between the packaging constructs and the vector, the formation of RCLs by recombination 
events has not been observed to date for the split packaging LVVs (McGarrity et al. 2013; 
Escarpe et al. 2003; Sastry et al. 2003). New techniques, such as Cre/loxP-mediated excision 
of the packaging signal from vector sequences after integration, have been created and can 
be used to further decrease the risks of RCL formation (Luche et al. 2012). LVVs are 
generally produced through transient co-transfection of the production plasmids into 
appropriate producer cells, such as 293T cells (Follenzi & Naldini 2002). The culture 
medium containing the vector is harvested two to three days after transfection, purified 





Figure 6. The proviral genome organization of HIV-1 (top) and the split-packaging design for 
3rd generation LVV production. Packaging plasmids provide the structural proteins and 
enzymes needed for vector production and gene transfer. VSV-G is a heterologous envelope 
protein used to pseudotype the vector. HIV-1 Rev is needed for the expression of gag and pol 
genes and the accumulation of packageable vector transcripts (Malim et al. 1989). The transfer 
construct forms the vector genome and contains the transgene. CMV, cytomegalovirus 
immediate early promoter; RSV, rous sarcoma virus promoter; pA, polyadenylation signal; 
cPPT, central polypurine tract; hPGK, human phosphoglycerate kinase promoter; GFP, green 
fluorescent protein; WPRE, Woodchuck hepatitis virus posttranscriptional regulatory element.   
2.3.3.2 SIN LTRs 
Integration of γRV LTRs into the genome can activate nearby cellular genes at distance of 
up to 100 kb owing to the strong enhancer activity present in the U3 regions of the LTRs 
(Maruggi et al. 2009). In order to minimize LTR-derived transcriptional interference, a self- 
inactivating mutation (SIN) has been successfully introduced into both LVV and γRVV 
transfer constructs (Zufferey et al. 1998; Schambach et al. 2006). When the vector construct 
is transcribed into RNA, the 5’ LTR lacks the U3 region (Figure 4 A). During reverse 
transcription, U3 from the 3’LTR is copied into the 5’ LTR (Goff 2007). Since the SIN 3’LTR 
carries a deletion in the U3 region (ΔU3), the reverse-transcribed cDNA copy of the vector 
RNA genome contains a U3 deletion at both of its LTRs, which minimizes unwanted LTR-
driven expression. In addition, sequences such as polyA enhancers and insulators can be 
incorporated into the 3’ LTR’s ΔU3 region to minimize the possibility for transcriptional 
read-through and to further isolate the inserted construct from its genomic environment 
(Schambach et al. 2013). 
2.3.3.3 Pseudotyping and titering 
The tropism of viral vectors can be altered and improved by replacing their natural 
envelope glycoproteins with heterologous proteins that similarly enable an interaction 
with cell surface receptors and allow cell entry. The G-(glyco)protein of Vesicular 
Stomatitis Virus (VSV-G), is often used to pseudotype LVVs, because it improves the 
stability, titers and target cell tropism of the vectors (reviewed in Cronin et al. 2005). 




(Burns et al. 1993).  Although this poses challenges, it is possible to generate stable 
packaging cell lines for VSV-G pseudotyped LVV production with different methods and 
even for clinical use (reviewed in Sakuma et al. 2012). 
The amount of physical and functional vector particles in a certain volume is assessed 
by vector titering. Physical particle concentrations can be quantified by measuring the 
amounts of particle components in vector preparations, such as the p24 CA concentration, 
RNA-content, RT activity and genome copy numbers (Sastry et al. 2002; Geraerts et al. 
2006). However, physical particle quantification can suffer from limited accuracy owing to 
the presence of empty particles in vector preparations. In particular, the p24-based 
determinations are affected by particle-un-associated p24 and Gag-precursors present in 
producer cell media.   
Functional titers, which indicate the amount of transducing (infectious) particles per 
unit volume, can be assessed by measuring transgene expression in target cells, for 
example by flow cytometry, antibiotic selection or immunostaining methods (Sakuma et 
al. 2012). The measurement of proviral vector DNA copy numbers in infected cells 
provides another means to determine functional titers. This has the advantage of being 
applicable also for the titering of vectors whose transgene expression is difficult to assay. 
Determination of the provirus copy number is superior to the expression-based titering 
methods also because it is less likely to be influenced by factors that can can impact on 
titer determination, such as defective interfering particles and variable vector expression 
levels in different cells (Gay et al. 2012; Sastry et al. 2002).  
2.3.4 Genotoxicity of retroviral gene transfer in clinical gene therapy trials 
The utility of γRVVs has been demonstrated especially in the clinical trials for primary 
immunodeficiencies, which are the second most targeted group of inherited diseases by 
gene therapy (Ginn et al. 2013). The X-linked severe combined immunodeficiency (SCID-
X1) is a lethal condition that results from different mutation in the interleukin-2 receptor 
subunit gamma (IL2RG) gene that encodes for the cytokine receptor common gamma (γC) 
chain of interleukin receptors (Noguchi et al. 1993; Sugamura et al. 1996; Leonard 1996). 
Gene therapy of SCID-X1 involves the integration a functional copy of the γC gene into 
autologous bone marrow cells of the patient, and the reinfusion of these manipulated cells 
into the patients (Fischer et al. 2010). The ex vivo introduction of the γC gene has been 
historically carried out using γRVVs (Table 1).  The immunodeficiency has been corrected 
in 17 out of the total 20 treated patients, but severe adverse events appeared in some of the 
patients 2-6 years after the gene therapy treatment. A clonal T-cell proliferation occurred 
in a total of five treated patients, leading to a leukemia-like disease (acute T-cell leukemia, 
T-ALL) (Hacein-Bey-Abina et al. 2008; Howe et al. 2008). The onset of the aberrant T-cell 
proliferation resulted from the integration preference and the components of the MLV 
vectors used: the therapeutic gene had integrated close to the cellular LMO2 proto-
oncogene, causing its transcriptional activation through enhancer element insertion from 
the vector LTRs. A clonal imbalance of the transferred T-cells resulted in malignant 
consequences. However, not all clinical gene therapy trials conducted with γRVVs have 
resulted in adverse effects (Table 1), and the development of the severe adverse effects 
(SAEs) following γRVV gene transfer is highly context-dependent (Riviere et a. 2012).   
Integration of γRVVs is more genotoxic than that that of LVVs, and the underlying 
reasons for this are the differences in the typical integration patterns of the two viruses 
and in vector design. Because of the γRV integration preference into gene regulatory areas 
(Mitchell et al. 2004; Wu et al. 2003), vector-contained enhancer sequences, most notably 




cellular genes. LVVs, in contrast, were early modified to contain SIN-LTRs devoid of 
enhancer elements (Zufferey et al. 1998). This feature associated with the more random 
integration pattern of LVVs within transcription units (Wang et al. 2007) likely explains 
their reduced genotoxicity. The use of LVVs in clinical gene therapy trials has increased 
over the past years, and currently they are being used in a total of 55 trials (Ginn et al. 
2013). The data available to date from clinical trials conducted with LVVs feature one 
clonal dominance event similar to those that led to the onset of T-ALL in the X-SCID 
patients (Cartier et al. 2009; Cavazzana-Calvo et al. 2010). However, this clonal event has 
not been reported to have led to a malignancy. LVs integrate more often close to cancer-
related genes than would be expected through chance (Beard et al. 2007a; Brady et al. 
2009), so any vector-contained enhancer or promoter elements elevate their potential to 
cause cellular transformation. LVV integration in the human genome has been shown to 
induce alternative splicing and generation of aberrant transcripts (Moiani et al. 2012), this 
representing another source for genotoxicity. Probably due to the use of SIN-LTRs in 
LVVs, aberrant activation of cellular genes has not been observed.  
 
2.3.5 Reducing integration-related safety risks 
The two main approaches to decrease the genotoxic potential of integrating vectors are 
targeting integration into GSHs and improving the safety of vector constructs (Trobridge 
2011; Wu & Dunbar 2011) The latter mainly involves deleting sequences with undesired 
cis-activities, such as enhancers and splice signals, and adding elements that improve the 
stability and safety of inserted sequences, such as insulators (Schambach et al. 2013). In 
addition, avoiding multiple copy vector insertions and avoiding the transduction of cells 
with sustained replicative potential are important considerations, as well as a benign 
integration pattern (Kustikova et al. 2010). Moreover, vectors can be made integration 
deficient to reduce the risks of insertional mutagenesis. Such integration defective LVVs 
(IDLVs) or γRVVs can be used to achieve transient transgene expression in dividing cells, 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































2.3.5.1 Integration targeting 
Changing the natural integration preference of retroviruses has been mainly pursued with HIV-
1 and LVVs. In order to improve the safety of LVV integration, two main strategies have been 
employed: (i) integrase fusion proteins and (ii) affecting the chromatin binding preference of 
LEDGF/p75, the cellular co-factor of IN. As described before, the HIV-1 IN is composed of three 
domains, the one responsible for generating contacts with the LEDGF/p75 is the CCD (Figure 5).  
Before the IN-LEDGF interaction had been described, directing HIV-1 integration to 
predetermined sites was pursued by generating N-or C-terminal integrase fusion proteins that 
can recognize specific DNA sequences. In the first such study, the DNA-binding domain of the 
phage λ repressor was fused to HIV-1 IN (Bushman 1994). The purified recombinant protein 
showed preferential integration near to the λ-repressor-binding sites present on plasmids. 
Similar in vitro integration targeting results have been obtained by fusing IN with the DNA 
binding domain of the zinc finger protein zif268 (Bushman and Miller 1997), the DNA binding 
domain of the E. coli LexA protein (Goulaouic and Chow 1996; Katz et al. 1996) and with the 
synthetic zinc finger protein E2C (Tan et al. 2004). Translating the IN-fusion protein targeting 
strategy to vectors and cells has not been simple as only one study has reported targeted 
integration with a vector-incorporated IN fusion protein in the cellular context (Tan et al. 2006). 
However, in this study the number of resolved ISs was low and only a slight increase in 
integration near to the intended site was observed (0.99% or 1.48% in comparison to 0.15% by 
the control vector). 
Similar to the IN-fusion protein strategy, retargeting of integration through modifying the 
DNA-binding preference of LEDGF/p75 is based on generating chimeric proteins. LEDGF/p75 
has an N-terminal chromatin binding domain, which can be switched to that of other DNA 
binding proteins. Through transient expression of such chimeras, increased integration within 
heterochromatin and decreased integration within active genes has been achieved (Gijsbers et 
al. 2010; Meehan et al. 2009; Silvers et al. 2010; Ferris et al. 2010). The frequency of vector 
integration into genes was reduced from the 67-72% of the control vectors to 33-60% observed 
with the LEDGF-fusions. Changing the integration preference with LEDGF-chimeras has thus 
resulted in a partial but significant change in the integration preference of LVVs. However, the 
fact that LEDGF/p75 is endogenously present in all human cells complicates the use of this 
approach. LEDGF/p75 chimeras nevertheless represent a proof-of-principle of another means 
for changing the inherent integration preference of LVVs. Affecting the IS selection of other 
retroviral vectors with this strategy is more complicated because their cellular co-factors for 
integration, which likely explains some of the typical integration preference, have remained 
elusive.  
2.3.5.2 Non-integrating lentiviral vectors 
Mutating any of the IN’s essential conserved amino acids in the CCD triad motif (D64, D116 
and E152 in HIV-1) results in impaired provirus formation without affecting other important 
steps in the viral life cycle, such as reverse transcription or the accumulation of viral DNA in the 
nuclei of transduced cells (Engelman & Craigie 1992; Leavitt et al. 1996). A subset of lentiviral 
genomes delivered into target cells becomes circularized as a result of LTR processing through 
non-homologus end joining, homologous recombination or as a byproduct of incomplete 
reverse transcription (Banasik and McCray 2010; Wanisch and Yáñez-Muñoz 2009 and 
references therein). These episomal genomes that contain either one or two LTR sequences (1-
LTR or 2 LTR circles, respectively) are unsuitable as integration substrates but can promote 
episomal expression of vector-contained transgenes. In actively dividing cells, the unintegrated 
episomal DNA is diluted and only transient expression can be obtained. However, in non-
cycling cells transgene expression can last for extended periods of time. The most persistent 
IDLV-driven transgene expression has been obtained in murine retinal pigment epithelium, 




were also shown to produce a substantial functional rescue in a clinically relevant disease 
model, which can be translatable into targeting IDLV-gene therapy treatment to other 
essentially postmitotic tissues such as muscle, liver and brain. Positive results of IDLV-derived 
expression have been obtained also in the spinal cord (Peluffo et al. 2012) and in human 
vascular smooth muscle cells with a reduced genotoxicity risk when compared to normal LVVs 
(Chick et al. 2012).   
Although negligible amounts of IDLV integration were observed in the study of Yáñez-
Muñoz et al. (2006), low levels of primarily non-IN-catalyzed integration events can occur after 
IDLV transduction (Gaur and Leavitt 1998). The possibility of this kind of illegitimate 
integration is increased after DNA damage, such as DNA double strand breaks, and it is likely 
to be mediated by the non-homologous DNA repair pathway (Ebina et al. 2012). 
2.3.6 Retroviral protein transduction 
In several situations it can be advantageous to deliver proteins of interest into target cells 
instead of expressing them from a vector-delivered transgene. Examples of therapeutic protein 
transduction applications include suicide/prodrug systems such as the Herpes Simplex Virus 
thymidine kinase - ganciclovir treatment (HSV-TK – GCV), formation and modification of 
induced pluripotent stem cells (iPSCs), delivering proteins for the prophylactic immunization of 
patients and transduction of monoclonal antibodies to treat several disorders (Ford et al. 2001; 
Wagstaff and Jans 2006).  
The transportation of proteins or other macromolecules from an extracellular space through 
the plasma membrane can be achieved by fusing them with proteins, peptides or protein 
domains that become taken up by cells when added exogenously. There are several membrane 
and cell penetrating proteins, peptides and protein domains, e.g. the Drosophila homeodomain 
Antennapedia, the HIV-1 Tat protein and the HSV VP22 (Wagstaff and Jans 2006). A completely 
different approach can be adopted by harnessing viral vectors for the cellular delivery of 
desired proteins.  This technology combines the best features of biopharmaceutical 
manufacturing, such as ease of protein production, with the efficient transduction capability 
and predictable pharmacokinetics of viral vectors. 
Different proteins of both γRVs and LVs have been utilized as fusion partners for 
heterologous proteins, leading to their inclusion into virus or vector particles. Both virus types 
are also amenable for the generation of genome-free virus like particles (VLPs), also called 
protein-transducing nanoparticles (PTNs). The HIV-1 accessory protein Vpr has a long history 
of being used as a protein-tether for a variety of viral and heterologous proteins. It is not 
expressed as a part of the gag or gag-pol genes, but becomes packaged into virus and vector 
particles by a protein interaction occurring with the p6 region of Gag (Lu et al. 1993; Paxton et 
al. 1993).  This interaction allows also trans-expressed Vpr and proteins fused to it to be 
incorporated into newly forming virus and vector particles (Wu et al. 1995). The proteins which 
have been incorporated into LVVs and VLPs with the Vpr trans-packaging method include 
antiretroviral agents, nucleases, marker proteins, cytotoxic proteins, and IN-fusion proteins 
(Izmiryan et al. 2011; Joo and Wang 2008; Link et al. 2006; Muthumani et al. 2000; Okui et al. 
2000; Tan et al. 2006; Yao et al. 1999). The method suffers, however, from an important 
limitation: cytotoxic or proapoptotic Vpr-fusion proteins can induce producer cell death, which 
leads to inefficient PTN recovery (Link et al. 2006). Trans-expressed Vpr is incorporated at high 
amounts into LV virions (Singh et al. 2001). Its roles in the life cycle of HIV-1 include cell cycle 
arrest and induction of apoptosis, the latter occurring possibly also in bystander cells (reviewed 
in Zhao et al. 2011). In addition to HIV-1 infected cells, apoptosis is also observed in cultured 
cells after transduction with VLPs that contain trans-packaged Vpr (Maudet et al. 2011). The 
trans-packaging strategy is therefore not an amenable approach for all kinds of applications 
involving different packaged proteins and target cells. 
Other viral proteins that have been used to convert vectors into PTNs include γRV Gag- and 




virus Gag (Kaczmarczyk et al. 2011). Retroviral protein transduction has several advantages 
over cell penetrating peptides or proteins, e.g. the possibility of pseudotyping the vectors with 
cell-specific antigens to decrease unwanted vector dissemination in vivo, and improved cellular 
entry pathways which are superior to the trafficking of simple protein complexes after 
traversing the cellular membrane (Dalba et al. 2007). 
 
2.4 OTHER INTEGRATING VECTORS  
2.4.1 Adeno-associated viruses 
Adeno-associated viruses (AAVs) are small non-enveloped viruses that belong to the genus 
Erythrovirus of the Parvoviridae (Berns and Parrish 2007). The AAV genome is a linear single-
stranded DNA molecule of about 5kb which contains genes for nonstructural proteins and 
capsid proteins, and is flanked by inverted terminal repeats (ITRs) required for DNA 
replication. The many serotypes of AAVs are non-pathogenic to humans, and can transduce 
several different cell types. Productive AAV infection is dependent on the presence of a helper 
virus, generally an adenovirus or a HSV. In the absence of co-infection, AAVs can establish a 
latent infection that allows genome persistence in infected cells until the required helper 
functions are available.  
Latent infection is established through virus integration into the host genome. For the best 
characterized AAV serotype 2 (AAV2), integration was thought to occur at a specific site on 
human chromosome 19 (19q13.4), also called the AAVS1-site. This site-specific integration 
requires the activity of viral Rep proteins (Rep78/68) and the presence of specific Rep binding 
sites (RBS) on both target DNA and the virus genome (Berns and Parrish 2007). A genome-wide 
study of AAV2 ISs however revealed that integration was scattered over the entire human 
genome, with one third of the sites clustered at three different hotspots located on 
chromosomes 19(AAVS1), 5 (p13.3; AAVS2) and 3 (p24.3; AAVS3) containing consensus RBSs 
(Hüser et al. 2010). Thus Rep activity seems to be a weaker determinant for AAV integration site 
selection than previously thought, and RBS homologues are readily found at numerous 
chromosomal loci. AAV genomes can also persist in cells as extrachromosomal elements for 
extended periods of time (Berns and Parrish 2007).   
2.4.1.1 AAV vector integration 
Vectors derived from AAVs (recombinant AAV or rAAV) have a packaging capacity of about 
4.5 kb, and contain no viral sequences in addition to ITRs (Verma and Weitzman 2005). The 
transgene is cloned between the ITRs, and vectors are produced by providing necessary AAV 
structural proteins and helper virus functions in trans. rAAVs lack Rep proteins and become 
therefore inefficiently integrated into the transduced cell genome. If integration occurs, it takes 
place at random genomic locations and in ribosomal DNA repeats (Miller et al. 2005). Pre-
existing chromosomal breaks often serve as vector ISs, and integration is frequently associated 
with chromosomal rearrangements, insertions and deletions (Deyle & Russell 2009). Integrated 
vectors are often found as concatamers (Miller et al. 2004; Miller et al. 2002). Although long-
term transgene expression can be obtained from non-integrated vectors that can persist in 
nuclei for several months, integration of the vector into the genome represents a source for 
genotoxicity. Indeed, rAAV integration has been linked to the occurrence of hepatocellular 
carcinoma in mice (Donsante et al. 2001; Donsante et al. 2007), although this finding was 
contradicted in another study (Li et al. 2011a). 
rAAVs have been used in a number of Phase I and Phase II clinical trials targeting different 
diseases such as muscular dystrophy, hemophilia, Parkinson's disease and macular 
degeneration. Of the 92 clinical gene therapy trials conducted with rAAVs, 6 have reached 




product on the European market today is based on rAAVs (European Medicines Agency 2012). 
The limited packaging capacity of the vectors, together with issues related to vector production, 
tissue tropism, possible genotoxicity and pre-existing neutralizing antibodies, still need to be 
addressed if rAAVs are to be made even better applicable for use in different gene therapy 
treatments (Asokan et al. 2012).  
2.4.2 Non-viral vectors  
Non-viral vectors consist of DNA or RNA molecules that are transfected into cells with the aid 
of complexion with specific DNA carrying moieties, such as lipoplexes, or introduced with the 
aid of physical methods such as electric current (electroporation; Verma and Weitzman 2005). 
As mentioned earlier, their large-scale production is simple and easy, but the poor efficiency of 
in vivo gene transfer may limit the usefulness of non-viral vectors for gene therapy in certain 
applications and target tissues. The main classes of integrating non-viral vectors are described 
below.  
2.4.2.1 Recombinases and phage integrase vectors 
Several recombinases and integrases e.g. of phage origin are routinely used in molecular 
biology laboratories as molecular cloning tools. These systems can also be harnessed for the 
integration of desired sequences to the human genome when delivered into cells as expression 
constructs, mRNA or proteins (Voigt et al 2008). These enzymes generally catalyze the site-
specific attachment of a DNA molecule bearing specific enzyme recognition or attachment sites 
(att-sites) into another DNA molecule that contains similar sites. Att-site –flanked genes of 
interest are cloned into donor constructs, which are delivered into cells along with the source 
for the enzyme. The drawbacks of these kinds of systems are that target att-sites may not be 
naturally present in the human genome but must be introduced with another integrating vector, 
which may cause insertional mutagenesis. Certain recombinases, such as Cre from 
bacteriophage P1 (Abremski and Hoess 1984), have reversible activity and can be used for the 
dissection of already integrated genes out of the genome (Papapetrou and Sadelain 2011). Other 
recombinases suggested as tools for site-specific gene insertion, such as the integrase from 
phage PhiC31, have natural pseudo-att-sites in the human genome.  Expression of the enzyme 
is however associated with chromosomal aberrations (Liu et al. 2009), and the large number of 
potential genomic recombination sites can diminish the specificity of integration (Chalberg et al. 
2006), leading to negligible improvement with regard to genotoxicity when compared to other 
integrating vector types. However, there are serine recombinases that are amenable to DNA-
specificity reprogramming, and these may prove useful for genome modification studies in the 
future (Gaj et al. 2011; Gordley et al. 2009). 
2.4.2.2 Transposon vectors 
Transposons are mobile genetic elements which code for an enzyme needed for DNA mobility 
(the transposase) and catalyze the attachment of terminal repeat-flanked transposon sequences 
to new genomic locations. Transposons are divided into DNA transposons and RNA 
transposons, and the different transposon families function through different mechanisms (Ivics 
et al. 2009). The DNA cut-and-paste transposons encode for a transposase, which cleaves the 
transposon from one location and inserts it into another location. The retrotransposons, in 
contrast, rely on cellular enzymes for mobility, and resemble retroviruses in that their life cycle 
involves an RNA intermediate, which is reverse transcribed to a cDNA copy that is transposed. 
About 45% of the human genome consists of transposable elements, but L1, SVA and AluY 
transposons are the only active transposons in humans today (Lander et al. 2001; Burns & Boeke 
2012).   
Transposons can act as integrating non-viral vectors when the transposase is provided in 




gene therapy focus have been conducted using the Sleeping Beauty transposon, which is a 
reactivated eukaryotic transposon found in the fish genome (Ivics et al. 1997). It integrates into 
AT-sequences with a rather random pattern in the genomic scale (Berry et al. 2006; Wilber et al. 
2011). Transposition favors active genomic areas, and has no preference for gene regulatory 
areas or any other specific genomic annotations, albeit the results obtained from different cell 
lines are somewhat contradictory. Because the Sleeping Beauty has no preference for 
transcription units, it can be considered to be a safer vector than e.g. γRVVs with regard to 
inadvertent activation of cellular gene expression (Ivics et al. 2009).       
2.4.2.3 Hybrid vectors and vectorization of integrating non-viral vectors  
Due to the difficulties of in vivo gene transfer using plasmid-based nonviral vectors, different 
approaches have been used to improve their intake by cells. Viral vectors with good 
transduction efficiencies for different cell types can be used to improve the cellular delivery of 
non-viral vectors, termed vectorization or hybrid vector generation. IDLVs have been used to 
vectorize the Sleeping Beauty transposons, recombinases and nucleases of different origins 
(Qasim et al. 2010). In most of these approaches, the viral vector contains either the donor or the 
catalyst-encoding sequences. Enzyme-encoding sequences are separated from the donor 
constructs to avoid their inadvertent integration into the genome, which could lead to transgene 
mobility and genomic instability. The two, or in some cases three, different vectors deliver the 
components required for integration into the nuclei of transduced cells, where they become 
transiently expressed. Finally, the integration/ recombination/ transposition catalysts promote 
the insertion of donor sequence into the cellular genome.  
The drawbacks of such a delivery system are the difficulty of ensuring correct co-
transduction of the different vectors into the same cell and issues related to optimal timing of 
catalyst expression versus donor sequence presence in the nucleus. As IDLVs can promote 
transgene expression for extended periods of time in non-dividing cells (Wanisch & Yáñez-
Muñoz 2009), prevailing expression of the enzyme components may also pose problems even in 
the absence of their integration. Moreover, the low but existing level of background integration 
of IDLV-delivered expression constructs (Ebina et al. 2012) poses a safety risk with this 
approach. As a solution, the catalyst could be transfected or transduced as mRNA, or delivered 
by protein transduction. Indeed, the Vpr trans-packaging method has already proven useful for 
the cellular delivery of a meganuclease (Izmiryan et al. 2011), but the drawbacks associated 
with Vpr may discourage its use on a larger scale. An optimal delivery system for integrating 
non-viral vectors would be capable of transducing all the necessary components within one 
vector particle, without any risk for inadvertent integration of unintended sequences or causing 
any undesired side effects on target cells.     
In addition to vectorization of integrating non-viral vectors, hybrid vectors can be based on 
different viruses. Often the aim is to enhance integration of an inherently non-integrating virus 
vector (Verma and Weitzman 2005). In addition, the integration specificity of one vector can be 
modified with this strategy, for example by transferring the MLV IN coding region into HIV, 
which caused the hybrid to integrate with a specificity close to that of MLV (Lewinski et al. 
2006).  
2.4.3 Harnessing DNA double strand breaks for targeted genome modifications 
Of the different strategies developed for targeted transgene integration, those based on 
generating site-specific DNA double strand breaks (DSBs) to enable precise gene insertion are 
currently undergoing most intensive development. DSBs represent the most severe form of 
genotoxic stress and must therefore be efficiently and reliably repaired to maintain the integrity 
of genomic DNA (Lewin 2004). Two main pathways are used in higher eukaryotes to repair 
DSBs: homologous recombination (HR) and non-homologous end joining (NHEJ) (reviewed in 
Hartlerode and Scully 2009). The HR pathway requires the presence of a homology-containing 




NHEJ is active throughout the cell cycle but is of particular importance during G0-, G1- and 
early S-phase of mitotic cells. HR is a complex pathway that involves several cellular proteins, 
and results in error-free recovery of the cleaved site. NHEJ, on the other hand, is a fast process 
that involves fewer protein complexes but is error-prone and often results in small insertions or 
deletions (“indels”) at the repaired site (Hartlerode and Scully 2009). NHEJ is the predominant 
DSB repair pathway in non-cycling cells. The balance between the two pathways is dependent 
on the cell type and the chromosomal location of the DSB, but it is possible to favor one or the 
other by influencing specific factors that are needed in these partly overlappig pathways 
(Brandsma & Gent 2012). 
HR has been traditionally used to generate transgenic animals, but the low spontaneous 
frequency of gene targeting using plasmid vectors, which is only in the order of 1X10-6, 
precludes its use for genetic engineering of cells for gene therapy purposes (Wirt and Porteus 
2012). A DSB generated at a genomic locus is, however, able to enhance by several orders of 
magnitude the probability of insertion of exogenous templates to desired genomic sites (Urnov 
et al. 2010). When the exogenous (donor) DNA molecule is designed to contain homology arms 
flanking the cleaved site, insertion of desired sequences can be accomplished through 
homology directed repair (HDR) of the DSB. These sequences can consist of entire transcription 
units or be made up of homology-flanked small point mutations that can correct the disease-
causing mutations, this is called genome editing. A third option would be insertion of a 
transgene in-frame with an endogenous gene without adding a promoter, which has the 
advantage of preserving natural expression levels of introduced genes. In the absence of a 
donor molecule, targeted disruption of cellular genes can be obtained through the imprecise 
action of NHEJ at the DSB (Perez-Pinera et al. 2012; Urnov et al. 2010; Wirt and Porteus 2012). 
The different DSB-dependent pathways have now been successfully exploited in modifying the 
genomes of many different cell types. Moreover, targeted gene disruption through NHEJ has 
been utilized in phase I and II clinical gene therapy trials aiming at the eradication of HIV-1 in 
infected patients (clinicaltrials.gov; http://www.sangamo.com/pipeline/sb-728.html). 
2.4.3.1 Sequence-specific nucleases  
Many types of nucleases can be used for generating a site-specific DSB to prime targeted gene 
insertion through HR, the major requirement being a sufficiently long recognition site to 
optimally present a unique locus in the human genome (Wirt and Porteus 2012). REs with such 
long recognition sites are called meganucleases. In nature, these enzymes are mainly found 
among the intron-encoded homing endonucleases. The DNA-recognition and cleaving 
characteristics of certain natural meganucleases can be modified to generate proteins with a 
desired DNA-cleaving specificity (Grizot et al. 2009). However, the development of designer 
zinc finger nucleases (ZFNs), whose DNA-specificity can be rather flexibly modified, was an 
important milestone in opening new avenues for targeting an unparalleled array of genomic 
loci for transgene insertion (Kim et al. 1996; Li et al. 1992).  
ZFNs are small dimeric proteins with a natural zinc-finger DNA binding domain attached to 
a nuclease domain derived from the FokI enzyme (Urnov et al. 2010). One important feature of 
the ZFN architecture is that DNA cleavage requires nuclease dimerization: two different ZFNs 
are designed to bind the adjacent half-sites (left and right) of the target sequence. Upon 
dimerization, ZFNs are able to recognize and cleave sequences of 9–18 bp in length. Despite the 
requirement for dimerization, ZFNs can form enzymatically active homodimers which have 
inferior target site specificity in comparison to heterodimers (Gabriel et al. 2011; Pattanayak et 
al. 2011). The resulting off-target activity and genotoxicity of ZFNs can be reduced by using so 
called obligatory heterodimer-ZFNs, which only cleave target DNA upon correct dimerization 
of the left and right counterparts on the recognition site (Miller et al. 2007).  
More recent players in the DSB-inducing enzyme field are the transcription activator-like 
effector nucleases (TALENs), which utilize the natural high-specificity DNA-binding domains 




2011b). TALENs have shown better specificity in DNA cleavage and reduced genotoxicity when 
compared to ZFNs (Mussolino et al. 2011) but they are much larger in size and more difficult to 
vectorize due to the repeating nature of the DNA binding domain structure (Holkers et al. 
2012).   
Recently, a natural RNA-guided DNA nuclease system has been successfully harnessed for 
specific DSB generation in mammalian cells (Cong et al. 2013; Jinek et al. 2013; Mali et al. 2013). 
These CRISPR (clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeat)/Cas (CRISPR-
associated protein) systems are essential components of nucleic-acid-based adaptive immune 
systems of bacteria and archaea, and resemble the short interfering RNA  (siRNA) defense 
mechanisms found in eukaryotes (Wiedenheft et al. 2012). The active Cas nucleases associate 
with guiding and trans-acting RNA molecules and cleave a DNA fragment that is 
complementary to the exposed part of the guiding RNA molecule. Also the CRISPR-systems 
seem to be capable of multiplex engineering of human cell genomes, as they are able to catalyze 
site-specific DNA cleavage, enhance HR-dependent integration of DNA molecules into DSBs, 
promote gene disruption through NHEJ and induce deletions of larger genomic regions in 
different human cells (Cong et al. 2013; Jinek et al. 2013; Mali et al. 2013). The efficiency of this 
system seems to be comparable to the ZFN or TALEN based methods, but adjusting its 
specificity towards new target sequences should be easier because it only requires new designs 
of the guiding RNA molecules. However, similar to the other nuclease systems, the efficiency 
and specificity of RNA-guided DNA cleavage could be further improved (Cong et al. 2013; Mali 
et al. 2013). 
2.4.3.2 Site-specific integration and genome editing  
In practice, site-specific integration of homology-containing donors to a genomic site requires 
the transfection or transduction of at least two constructs into the target cells, the nuclease-
encoding construct and the donor construct (Porteus and Carroll 2005). The left and right 
counterparts of the ZFNs and TALENs are divided into separate expression constructs, which 
raises the number of transferred molecules to three.  Integration of the endonuclease cassette 
into the genome is undesirable, as its constant expression could result in severe genomic 
instability. Linear donor constructs are preferred substrates for HR but also circular plasmid 
donors can be functional. The homology arms flanking the GOI required for HR to occur are 
typically about 750 bp each, but microhomologies of as little as 50 bp can be used to direct an 
insertion into a DSB (Orlando et al. 2010). Nuclease expression constructs and donor sequences 
have been mainly transfected into cells as plasmid DNA, but there are many reports describing 
the use of the more versatile and efficient viral vectors and IDLVs to deliver the necessary 
components into cells (Cornu and Cathomen 2007; Gabriel et al. 2011; Holkers et al. 2012; 
Izmiryan et al. 2011; Lombardo et al. 2011; Lombardo et al. 2007; Okada et al. 2009).  
The fidelity and safety of cleavage-assisted integration and genome editing depends on the 
cellular pathway used for DSB repair, and on the specificity of the nuclease in question. An 
excess of nucleases can result in off-target cleavage and subsequent genotoxic effects (Perez-
Pinera et al. 2012; Porteus and Carroll 2005). Although HR is the preferable DSBR pathway for 
transgene integration due to its high fidelity in maintaining the original DNA sequence at the 
site of integration, the parallel action of NHEJ needs to be taken into account to minimize 
undesired generation of indels. NHEJ not only joins free ends of cleaved DNA to each other, but 
can also result in the inclusion of foreign sequences lacking homology to the repaired site, 
sometimes associated with additional mutations (Gabriel et al. 2011). Donor sequences may also 
become inserted at the cleaved site as concatamers (Izmiryan et al. 2011; Lombardo et al. 2011; 
Lombardo et al. 2007), which can result in undesired expression levels of the transgenes and 
disrupted transcriptional balance of nearby cellular genes through multiple insertion of 
promoters and enhancers. These phenomena may decrease the safety of the DSB-enhanced gene 
integration strategy, and likely need to be better controlled before there can be any wider use of 




use single-strand break –generating nickases in place of nucleases, as single-strand breaks seem 
to be favorably repaired through HDR (reviewed in Perez-Pinera et al. 2012).   
Solutions to avoid off-target activity of nucleases include using enzymes with high sequence 
specificities and limiting the activity window of nucleases to reduce the time for off-target 
events (Wirt and Porteus 2012). Small molecule regulation of ZFN protein levels has already 
proven to be useful for the reduction of cytotoxicity (Pruett-Miller et al. 2009). In addition, 
optional delivery methods, such as mRNA transfection and protein transduction could be used 
for the same purpose.  
The efficiency of targeted integration and genome editing events varies substantially 
between different nucleases, genomic target sites, target cells types and other experimental 
variables. Table 2 summarizes targeting efficiencies obtained in studies that have utilized IDLVs 
or LVVs for the delivery of nucleases and donor molecules with the aim of site-specific gene 
integration. The AAVS1 locus has been postulated as a GSH because no known diseases 
associate with the natural integration of AAVs into this locus. The C-C chemokine receptor type 
5 (CCR5) gene encodes a major co-receptor for HIV-1, and individuals carrying homozygous 
mutations in the gene have not been characterized by any major pathology but are resistant to 
CCR5-tropic HIV-1 infection (Liu et al. 1996). Over 100 mutations in the IL2RG gene are found 
in SCID-X1 patients, and in these patients it could present a feasible target for the integration of 
a functional copy of the gene, or for editing a disease-underlying mutation (Sadelain et al. 2011; 













































* As reported in publication. IDLV, integration deficient lentivirus vector; IDLV-N; nuclease-
expressing IDLV; IDLV-D, donor molecule-carrying IDLV; LVV-N, nuclease-expressing lentivirus 
vector; Ad, adenvirus vector; B-lbc, B-lymphoblastoid cells; Lbc, lymphoblastoid cells; HPC, 
hematopoietic progenitor cell; Rep.CL, reporter cell line; HUES, human embryonic stem cells; iPSC, 
inducible pluripotent stem cells; NSCs, neural stem cells; IL2RG, Interleukin 2 receptor gamma 







Reference Vector  system Targ. 
protein 
Target Target cell Site-specific 
events* (%) 
  
Izmiryan et al. 2011 1 x IDLV (N+D) (Vpr-) I-SceI π10 locus Rep.CL 48 
IDLV-N (Vpr-I-SceI) + IDLV-D (Vpr-) I-SceI 33 
IDLV-N + IDLV-D I-SceI 22
Lombardo et al. 2007 2 x IDLV-N + IDLV-D ZFN IL2RG K-562  3.4 ± 1,0
 Lbc 1.8 ± 0.7
 Lbc 2.9-6
 ZFN CCR5 K-562 35 ± 10 
 Jurkat 39 ± 9
 Lbc 3 ± 1.7
 CD34+ HPC 0.06 ± 0.02
 HUES-3 and -1 3.5 ± 1.1
Lombardo et al. 2011 2x IDLV-N + IDLV-D ZFN AAVS1 B-lbc ~9.5-12
 HepG2  ~4-19
 NSCs 0.06
 iPSCs <0.7
2x IDLV-N + IDLV-D ZFN CCR5 B-lbc ~7-11.5
 HepG2  ~2-15




Cornu and Cathomen 
2007 
IDLV-N +IDLV-D I-SceI I-Sce I site Rep.CL ≤0.8
 Rep.CL (2) 8-12
 Rep.CL 0.4
LVV-N + IDLV-D I-SceI I-Sce I site Rep.CL ≤ 5 
 Rep.CL 2.3
 Rep.CL (2) 1.1-1.9
Gabriel et al. 2011 2x IDLV-N +IDLV-D ZFN1 IL2RG K-562  2.7 ± 0.3
 ZFN2 IL2RG K-562  26.1 ± 3
 ZFN1 CCR5 K-562  27.1 ± 2.1




2.5 RIBOSOMAL DNA AND NUCLEOLI 
2.5.1 rDNA structure and function 
The protein-encoding genes of eukaryotes are transcribed into mRNA molecules by the RNA 
polymerase II, and mRNAs are translated into proteins by ribosomes. Ribosomes are 
ribonucleoprotein complexes that consist of four different ribosomal RNA (rRNA) molecules 
and multiple proteins. The genes encoding for the rRNA molecules reside in a clearly defined 
nuclear body, the nucleolus (Boisvert et al. 2007; Sirri et al. 2008). Nucleoli are essentially 
composed of repetitive rRNA gene clusters, collectively called the ribosomal (r)DNA, and the 
machineries needed for rRNA gene transcription and transcript processing. In humans, rDNA 
is found in the short arms of the five acrocentric chromosomes: 13, 14, 15, 21 and 22 (Figure 7). 
Each diploid human cell has about 600 copies of the tandemly repeating 43kb rRNA genes 
(Stults et al. 2008). Despite its repeating nature, rDNA is not subject to noticeable mitotic 
recombination (Killen et al. 2009). During meiosis, however, rDNA undergoes marked 
recombination, resulting in the appearance of so- called rDNA fingerprints which are specific 
for each individual (Stults et al. 2008). rRNA genes are highly conserved in all eukaryotes. 
 
Figure 7. The location and organization of rRNA genes and the rDNA. The acrocentric human 
chromosomes bearing rDNA are shown at the top. rDNA consists of repeating rRNA gene units 
(center), each of which contains the 45S rRNA gene with its individual rRNA counterparts (bottom). 
rDNA, ribosomal DNA; rRNA, ribosomal RNA; IGS, intergenic spacer; ETS, external transcribed 
spacer; ITS, internal transcribed spacer. 
 
With the exception of the 5S rRNA, which is produced from a cluster of repeated 2.2-kb 
genes on chromosome 1q42 (Sørensen et al. 1991), the conserved genes encoding for all rRNA 
molecules are found within one transcription unit (Lewin 2004).  This 45S rRNA gene is flanked 
by non-transcribed intergenic spacers (IGS), which separate the individual transcription units 
from each other (Figure 7). Each rRNA gene is additionally flanked by external transcribed 
spacer sequences (5’ETS and 3’ETS), and interspaced by internal transcribed spacers (ITS1 and 
ITS2). These sequences are included in the large 45S primary transcript produced by the RNA 
polymerase I. Post-transcriptional processing of the 45S precursor separates the external and 
internal spacer sequences from the individual rRNA molecules that form the active ribosomes.  
The 28S, 5.8S and 5S rRNA molecules form the large subunit of the mature ribosome, whereas 




with their associated protein components unite in the cytosol and initiate mRNA translation 
(Boisvert et al. 2007; Sirri et al. 2008). 
2.5.1.1 Nucleolar substructures and ribosome biogenesis 
Transcription of the rRNA genes and their subsequent processing inside a nucleolus represent 
different subcompartments that can be identified by transmission electron microscopy. Nucleoli 
are surrounded by a dense shell of inactive heterochromatin, which constitutes mainly from 
different repetitive DNA sequences, transcriptionally repressed genomic sequences and the 
IGSs (Boisvert et al. 2007). The lightly staining center of the nucleoli, called the fibrillar center 
(FC) (Figure 8), contains the expressed rRNA genes in an open conformation. A part of the 
rRNA genes are transcribed and accessible to transcription factors at all times. RNA polymerase 
I-driven transcription occurs either in the FC or at the boundary between the FC and the dense 
fibrillar component surrounding it. Precursor rRNA molecules become spliced and are 
modified by small nucleolar ribonucleoproteins in the dense fibrillar component, which also 
contains the processing intermediates. The nucleolar protein fibrillarin has important roles in 
the early steps or 45S rRNA processing and it can be used as a marker for the dense fibrillar 
component (Boisvert et al. 2007). Ribosome assembly begins in the granular component, where 
pre-ribosomal particles in various stages of maturation can be seen as granules in the 
transmission electron microscope. Ribosome maturation is completed in the cytoplasm where 
the two subunits associate. 
Figure 8. A schematic of the nucleolus and the structures within it. The different subcompartments 
of the nucleolus are shown, with rRNA gene transcription taking place at the border of the fibrillar 
center and the dense fibrillar component. 
 
Nucleoli and the ribosomes they produce are indispensable for cells as they are responsible 
for the cell’s entire protein synthesis. The functional status of a nucleolus is directly linked to its 
morphology, which can be affected by external stimuli (Bártová et al. 2010). Cellular 
immortalization may increase the number of active nucleoli in cells and their number also 
varies during the normal course of the cell cycle (Hernandez-Verdun 2011). In addition to 
ribosome biogenesis, nucleoli have several roles in cell-cycle control, aging, transcriptional 
suppression of non-rDNA genes, nuclear architecture, metabolism and viral defense or 
replication (Boisvert et al. 2007). Alterations in the functionality of nucleolar components are 
linked to many disease types, ranging from premature aging to cancer.  
2.5.1.2 Nucleolus-associated domains 
The genomic DNA within the nucleus is not randomly distributed, but certain chromosomes 
and parts of chromosomes tend to be found organized into distinctive spatial organizations 
including chromosomal territories and areas with functional associations (Tanizawa and Noma 




repeatedly in parallel with the physical features of the nucleus, such as the nuclear lamina, and 
nuclear bodies. Nucleoli are mostly made up of rDNA, but other chromatin sequences also 
surround the nucleolar surface and may even loop into it. These kinds of nucleolus-associated 
domains (NADs) have been characterized in detail rather recently, and it is now known that 
about 4% of the non-rDNA-containing genome is associated with nucleoli (Németh et al. 2010). 
Specific sequence features are enriched in NADs, including repetitive DNA sequence elements, 
AT-rich sequences and loci shown to have low levels of gene expression. In addition, specific 
gene and gene families are found in NADs: transcriptionally active 5S rRNA genes, transfer 
(t)RNA genes  and members of the zinc-finger protein, olfactory receptor, defensin and 
immunoglobulin gene families (Koningsbruggen et al. 2010; Németh et al. 2010). Some NADs 
overlap with lamina-associated domains, which cover almost half of the genome (reviewed in 
Németh and Längst 2011). NADs also contribute to forming the dense heterochromatic outer 
shell of nucleoli.  
2.5.1.3 Insertion sequences within the rDNA  
Specific genetic elements have been termed selfish genes or molecular parasites owing to their 
ability to replicate and multiply within the host genome. In addition to the well-known 
transposons, these elements include intron-encoded homing endonuclease (HE) genes and 
inteins (protein introns). At least five unique structural families of HEs have been identified 
with two families being found in eukarya and archaea (Belfort and Roberts 1997; Chevalier and 
Stoddard 2001). HE genes and the mobile intron sequences encoding for them are frequently 
found in conserved coding regions within essential host genes, including the tRNA genes and 
rRNA genes of many organisms. Due to its repetitive nature, rDNA contains numerous 
potential sites for new insertions of the parasitic element. In addition to HEs, also the eukaryotic 
R2 retrotransposon, found in the genomes of many animal genera, can target a single site in the 
28S rRNA genes (Kojima and Fujiwara 2005). 
Mobile introns are divided into two classes based on their different homing mechanisms. The 
homing process can be defined as the transfer of an intervening genetic sequence to a 
homologous host gene that lacks the same element (Belfort and Roberts 1997).  Group I HE and 
intein genes propagate through generating DSBs in alleles that lack the intervening sequence. 
The cleavage is catalysed by the HE protein, the reading frame of which is embedded in the 
mobile intron sequence. The generated cut is repaired via HR by the host DNA repair 
machinery, using the allele carrying the HE intron as a template. Similar to exogenous gene 
insertion using designer nucleases, this process leads to the copying of a new, in this case a 
parasitic, element into the previously empty allele. The homing mechanism of mobile group II 
introns, also called retrohoming, is more complex and involves additional activities of the HE 
gene-encoded protein as well as endonuclease function (Chevalier and Stoddard 2001; Marcaida 
et al. 2010). 
2.5.2 The homing endonuclease I-PpoI 
I-PpoI is a small 18 kDa dimeric intron-encoded HE whose gene is found in the rDNA of the 
slime mold Physarum Polycephalum (Muscarella et al. 1990). It belongs to His-Cys HE-family, 
and has a 15 bp core recognition and cleavage site, which resides in the 28S rRNA gene of all 
eukaryotes (Flick et al. 1998; Mannino et al. 1999). Additional I-PpoI cleavage sites localizing to 
the non-ribosomal chromosomes of the human genome have been described rather recently 
(Berkovich et al. 2007; Wen et al. 2012; Gandhi et al. 2012; this work [II]). The enzyme is also 
capable of cleaving degenerate versions of the original CTCTCTTAAGGTAGC recognition 
sequence, and it can tolerate substitutions at multiple base locations (Wittmayer et al. 1998).  
High-level I-PpoI expression in human and yeast cells is toxic, probably owing to the many 
cleavage sites present in the cellular genomes (Muscarella & Vogt 1993; Monnat et al. 1999). 
Surviving cell populations that were resistant to further I-PpoI-induced DSBs and cytotoxicity 




Vogt 1998; Lin & Vogt 2000). In these cells, the original I-PpoI recognition sites had become 
mutated, owing to mistakes during DNA repair mechanisms, or were interrupted by intron 
homing to the 28S rRNA target site. All of the yeast’s approximately 150 rDNA repeats located 
on one chromosome can accommodate the natural I-PpoI HE gene with moderate effects on 
cellular growth rates (Muscarella & Vogt 1993; Lin & Vogt 1998; Lin & Vogt 2000). In addition to 
encoding for the nuclease function, the I-PpoI HE gene transcripts contain ribozyme functions 
that enable early autocleavage of the HE gene-containing intron from precursor rRNA 
molecules (Rocheleau and Woodson 1995). If correct splicing of the intron sequence was 
disabled, then the yeast cell growth rates were severely compromised (Lin and Vogt 2000; Lin 
and Vogt 1998). Removal of the intervening intron sequences from precursor-rRNA gene 
transcripts was thus a prerequisite for the production of functional ribosomes in yeast.  
The rate and extent of I-PpoI site cleavage in human cells have been addressed in DSB repair-
related studies (Berkovich et al. 2007; Gandhi et al. 2012). It was demonstrated that a maximum 
of 30% of genomic I-PpoI sites can be cleaved after introducing the protein into human cells 
(Wen et al. 2012). This figure is in agreement with a previously obtained maximum level of  25% 
(Gandhi et al. 2012). The average levels of I-PpoI site cleavage of both the rDNA-embedded and 
the non-nucleolar sites seem, however, to be around 10% (Monnat et al. 1999; Gandhi et al. 
2012).  
2.5.3 rDNA as a genomic safe harbour for transgene integration 
The features that a genomic locus should possess to present a GSH were discussed in section 
2.2.2 (Papapetrou et al. 2011). The majority of sites proposed as GSHs and targeted for 
integration with different techniques do not fully meet these requirements, but loci suitable for 
transgene integration with respect to all of the proposed features have been identified 
(Papapetrou et al. 2011; Sadelain et al. 2011).  
Since rDNA presents a unique entity within the genomic DNA with respect to its physical 
and spatial properties, the criteria proposed by Papapetrou et al. (2011) cannot be easily applied 
to classifying it as a GSH. However, rDNA has many unique features that make it an appealing 
target for transgene integration. These include (i) its location in the short arms of the acrocentric 
chromosomes, which are physically separated from protein-encoding genes with oncogenic 
potential; (ii) the large number of rRNA genes, due to which complete loss of rRNA gene 
function through transgene integration is highly unlikely; (iii) rDNA-contained genes encode 
for rRNA molecules, which are unlikely to acquire harmful GOF mutations even after enhancer 
element insertion, and (iv) individual rRNA gene repeats are flanked by intergenic spacer 
regions, which have natural insulator functions (Van de Nobelen et al. 2010). Despite going 
through high-frequency recombination during meiosis (Stults et al. 2008) and being a 
recombination hotspot in cancer (Stults et al. 2009), rRNA gene cluster stability is normally very 
well preserved in mitotic cells (Killen et al. 2009). The repeating nature of rRNA genes is thus 
unlikely to have a negative impact on the stability of rDNA-inserted transgenes in healthy 
somatic cells. Due to all of the above mentioned characteristics of rDNA, it can be considered as 
a good candidate for a GSH, even though it fails to fully meet the criteria proposed for GSHs in 
the non-rDNA-related chromatin.  
 
2.6 ETHICAL ASPECTS OF GENE THERAPY AND INTEGRATING VECTORS 
The emergence of different SAEs after gene therapy treatments has increased public and 
professional discussion about the ethical aspects in gene therapy. The leukemia cases in the 
SCID-X1 trials (Table 1), among other SAEs of gene therapy, have highlighted the risks 
associated with gene therapy vectors, and raised a need for directions on how to prevent such 




somatic cells in order to avoid transmission of genetic alterations to next generations (Gonin et 
al. 2005). New candidate treatments are identified and studied in basic research, and the data 
describing the safety and efficacy of the product should be documented in compliance with the 
Good Laboratory Practices (GLP). Next, the disease model and the candidate treatment are 
examined in depth in preclinical models that preferentially mimic the human condition as 
precisely as possible. These studies can start from cell line studies, organ cultures and possibly 
human xenografts and preferentially extend in studies conducted in large animal models (King 
& Cohen-Haguenauer, 2008). At this stage, vector manufacturing processes should be scaled up 
and be in compliance with Good Manufacturing Practices (GMP) (Gonin et al., 2005). In 
addition, quality control, biosafety profiling and the risk assessments should be conducted 
appropriately. The risk-benefit balance will have to be convincingly justified in the final 
Investigational Medicinal Product Dossier in order to obtain positive opinions by the National 
Agencies and the Ethical Committee to start a clinical trial. Ethical consideration at the clinical 
study phase include weighing the risk-benefit balance of the treatment, the fairness in selecting 
patients for research, assuring proper informing of patients about the expected benefits and 
outcomes of the treatment before the process of the informed consent to experimental 
treatments, deciding the optimal time points of clinical intervention, and others.   
Today, the variables that contribute to the genomic risk associated with insertional 
mutagenesis in gene therapy are better characterized than at the time when the first SCID-X1 
trials were initiated (Biasco et al. 2012). Although many factors have been identified that 
contributed to the onset of leukemia following the ILR2G gene transfer trials, the development 
of SAEs has proven to be highly context-dependent (Kustikova et al. 2010; Rivière et al. 2012). 
Therefore, gene therapy that involves transgene integration unavoidably presents a risk for 
harmful genome modifications, as the factors underlying SAE development are difficult to 
predict.  It needs to be carefully evaluated whether the potential for obtaining generalizable 
knowledge from a gene therapy trial,  and in some cases also the clinical benefit that a patient 
may gain from the experiment, will exceed  the risks associated with transgene integration 
(King & Cohen-Haguenauer, 2008).   However, it is difficult to define the acceptable levels of 
risk in gene therapy treatments, and an open question remains on who decides whether the 
potential benefits exceed the risks (Deakin et al. 2009). In addition, disproportionate risk-
aversion in clinical gene therapy research may stifle the development of better treatments for 
many conditions. 
The risks related to a given gene therapy treatment should be communicated with patients 
and clinical trial participants thoroughly during the informed consent process, and all 
possibilities should be used to minimize the potential for harmful genomic modifications. 
Advisable issues to consider in order to minimize the risk for insertional mutagenesis and 
adverse effects include: engineering expression constructs that avoid enhancer interactions or 
fusion transcript production; careful analysis of a vector’s integration pattern and its 
confirmation in large animal studies to reveal the potential for genotoxicity; using vectors with 
as safe integration profiles as possible, including a more neutral or a safer integration pattern 
with regard to cancer-related genes and gene regulatory areas; targeting cells that lack a 
sustained replicative potential; and long-term follow-up of patients to monitor the occurrence of 
delayed adverse effects (King and Cohen-Haguenauer 2008; Kustikova et al. 2010; Rivière et al. 
2012). Guidelines are available for scientist about the necessary steps of genotoxicity testing and 
monitoring in both the preclinical and clinical phases of new drug development (U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services Food and Drug Administration 2012). These 
guidelines are necessary and help to improve the characterization of risks that new therapies 





3 Aims of the Study 
 
The aim of the study was to test whether transgene integration could be targeted to ribosomal 
DNA using a fusion protein consisting of the HIV-1 integrase and the homing endonuclease I-
PpoI. Approaching the aim involved the following steps:  
 
 
1) Generating a method to incorporate HIV-1 integrase fusion proteins into third generation 
lentivirus vectors. 
 
2) Testing whether the developed cis-packaging method could be harnessed for lentiviral 
protein transduction by generating and characterizing different IN-fusion protein—
carrying vectors and virus-like particles 
 
3) Characterizing the cellular integrome of IN-I-PpoI-fusion protein—containing vectors 
 
4) Determining the ability of IN-I-PpoI-fusion protein—containing lentivirus vectors to 








4 Materials and Methods 
4.1 MATERIALS 
The different materials used in the original publications I-III are listed in the tables below. The 
oligonucleotides are described in table 3; cell lines in table 4; different DNA constructs 
generated and used in table 5; antibodies in table 6; vectors and VLPs in table 7 and other 
reagents in table 8.  
 
The abbreviations used in the tables: U.P., unpublished work; CS, cytotoxicity studies; RIE, 
relative integration efficiency studies; IF, immunofluorescence studies; IS, integration 
site/targeting studies; IA, interaction studies; AI, apoptosis induction studies; BV, baculovirus 
vector; WB, western blot; DSB, DNA double strand break studies; NIH A.R.P., National 
Institutes of Health AIDS Research and Reference Reagent Program; Int., integration; DFC, 
dense fibrillar component; HSV, herpes simplex virus; TK, thymidine kinase; PGK, 
phosphoglycerate kinase promoter; GFP, green fluorescent protein; ChIP, chromatin 
immunoprecipitation. 
 
Table 3. Oligonucleotides used in this work.  
 
 
Table 4. Cell lines used in this work. 
 
Cel line Source Organism Description Used for Used in
A549 ATCC:CCL-185 human Lung carcinoma epithelial  CS III 
ARPE-19  CRL-2302 human Normal retinal pigment epithelial   CS III 
BT4C  R.Bjerkvig rat Rat glioma  CS III 
HEK 
293T/17 
ATCC: CRL-11268 human A derivative of the HEK293 
(293tsA1609neo) 
CS, LVV and VLP 
production 
I,II,III  
HeLa ATCC: CCL-2 human Cervical adenocarcinoma epithelial  CS, RIE, AI I,II,III 
HepG2 ATCC:HB-8065 human Hepatocellular carcinoma epithelial  CS III 
HUVEC Human umbilical cord human Umbilical cord endothelial cell CS, RIE I,III 
MRC-5 ATCC: CCL-171 human Normal lung fibroblast  CS, IF, IS, IA  II,III 
U-251  HTB-17 human Glioblastoma astrocytoma CS III 
U-87 HTB-14 human Glioblastoma astrocytoma CS III 
Sf-9 Invitrogen insect Spodoptera frugiperda; a clonal 
isolate of Sf21 cells (IPLB-SF21-AE) 
Protein production 




Used for  Described in 
5’IN IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
3’IN IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
D64V forward IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
D64V reverse IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
p53 forward IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
p53 reverse IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
pRSET forward IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
3’mCherry BspEI IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning I 
I-PpoI Forw IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning II 
I-PpoI Rev IN-fusion protein cDNA cloning II 
N119A Forw Generation of pMDLg/pRRE-IN-I-PpoIN119A II 
N119A Rev Generation of pMDLg/pRRE-IN-I-PpoIN119A II 
H78A Forw Generation of pMDLg/pRRE-IN-I-PpoIH78A III 
H78A Rev Generation of pMDLg/pRRE-IN-I-PpoIH78A III 
Pposite Cloning an I-PpoI site into pBluescript II 
rDNA 5’Ppo Cloning of a 345bp stretch of rDNA around the I-PpoI site into pGEM-T Easy III 




















Plasmid  Source  Used for  Used and described 
in (+ Reference) 
pBluescript II  Stratagene/ Agilent 
technologies 
IN-fusion protein cDNA subcloning,  
cloning of pPposite  
I,II 
pLJS10  NIH A.R.P HIV-1 IN cDNA source I 
p53pBacCapIRed H-R. Kärkkäinen Source of p53 cDNA I 
pCNPpo6 R.J.Monnat Jr I-PpoI cDNA source  II (Monnat et al. 1999) 
pRSET-mCherry R. Tsien Source of mCherry cDNA I, (Shaner et al. 2004) 
pLV-GFP L.Naldini LVV production I,II,III 
pLV-GFP/KNR This work (I) LVV production (plasmid rescue) I 
pMD2G I. Verma LVV and VLP production I,II,III 
pRSV-Rev I. Verma LVV and VLP production I,II,III 
pMDLg/pRRE I. Verma LVV and VLP production I,II,III 
pMDLg/pRRE-IND64V This work (I) IDLV production I,II 
pMDLg/pRRE-IN-I-PpoI This work (II) LVV and VLP production II,III 
pMDLg/pRRE-IN-I-PpoIH78A This work (III) LVV and VLP production III 
pMDLg/pRRE-IN-I-PpoIN119A This work (II) LVV and VLP production II 
pMDLg/pRRE-INmCherry This work (I) LVV and VLP production I 
pMDLg/pRRE-IN-p53 This work (I) LVV and VLP production I 
pPposite This work (II) IN-I-PpoI activity studies II,III 
prEasy This work (III) IN-I-PpoI activity studies III 
pcDNA3.1 (+) Stratagene IN-mCherry expression plasmid I 
pGEM-T Easy Promega Cloning of prEasy III 
pEGFP-N1 Clontech Source of selection markers for pLV-
GFP/KNR 
I 
pBVboostFG O. Laitinen BV generation for IN-fusion protein 
expression in insect cells 
II, (Laitinen et al. 2005) 
Primary antibody Source Target Method Used in 
Antisera to HIV-1 IN, amino acids 23-34  
(Cat. No. #757) 
NIH A.R.P. HIV-1 IN WB I,II,III 
HIV-1 p24 Gag monoclonal antibody 
 (#24-4; Cat. No. 6521) 
NIH A.R.P. HIV-1 Gag-proteins WB I, U.P. 
Anti-HIV-1 p24 (AG3.0) NIH A.R.P HIV-1 Gag-proteins IF I 
Anti-HIV-1 RT (Cat. No. 6195) NIH A.R.P. HIV-1 RT (p51,p66) WB I 




p53 WB I 
Rabbit polyclonal to Fibrillarin (ab5821) Abcam Fibrillarin (DFC) IF II,III 
Mouse IgG2b κ Alexa Fluor 647 Anti-H2A.X-
Phosphorylated (Ser139) Antibody 
BioLegend γH2A.X (DSBs) IF II,III 
Anti-RFP polyclonal  antibody 
MBL Medical & Biological 
Laboratories 
mCherry WB I 
Goat Anti-Rabbit IgG (H+L)–AP Conjugate Bio-Rad Laboratories Secondary Ab. WB I,II 
Goat Anti-Mouse IgG(H+L) -AP Conjugate Bio-Rad Laboratories Secondary Ab. WB I 
AF546 goat-anti-rabbit IgG(H+L) Invitrogen Secondary Ab. IF II 





Table 7. LVVs and VLPs generated and used in this work. With the exception of the plasmid rescue 
studies (in I) and in vivo HSV TK-GCV combination treatment (in III), all LVVs contained the PGK-













LVV/ VLP name IN-modification / Description Used for  Used in 
IN-fusion protein LVVs 
LVV- wt IN None Control vector in most studies I,II,III 
LVV-IND64V D64V (Asp64 to Val) mutation in IN Integration deficient control II 
LVV-INp53 IN C-terminally fused to p53 AI I 
LVV-INmCherry IN C-terminally fused to mCherry Fluorescent labelling of LVVs  I 
LVV-IN-I-PpoI IN C-terminally fused to I-PpoI DSB; CS; IA II,III 
LVV-IN-I-PpoIH78A IN C-terminally fused to I-PpoIH78A DSB; CS; IS; IA III 
LVV-IN-I-PPoIN119A IN C-terminally fused to I-PpoIN119A DSB-control; IS; IA II 
Mixed multimer LVVs 
LVV-wt IN+IN-I-PPoIN119A wt IN and IN-I-PpoIN119A IS; IA II, U.P. 
LVV-wt IN+IN-I-PPoIH78A wt IN and IN-I-PpoIH78A DSB; CS; IS; IA III 
LVV-IND64V+IN-I-PoIN119A IND64V and IN-I-PpoIN119A IS; IA II, U.P. 
LVV-IND64V+ IN-I-PPoIH78A IND64V and IN-I-PpoIH78A DSB; CS; IS; IA III 
VLPs 
VLP-wt IN None A control VLP I, II 
VLP- IND64V D64V (Asp64 to Val) mutation in IN A control VLP I 
VLP-INp53 IN C-terminally fused to p53 AI I 
VLP-INmCherry IN C-terminally fused to mCherry Fluorescent labelling of VLPs I   
VLP-IN-I-PpoI IN C-terminally fused to I-PpoI DSB  II 
VLP-IN-I-PPoIH78A IN C-terminally fused to I-PpoIH89A DSB  III 
VLP-IN-I-PPoIN119A IN C-terminally fused to I-PpoIN119A DSB (control) II 
Reagent name Source Used for Used in  
Etoposide Lonza Apoptosis/ DSB induction  I 
Hydrogen peroxide Sigma DSB induction II 
jetPEI transfection reagent Polyplus-transfection Plasmid DNA transfection I 
p24 Immunosorbent assay PerkinElmer Life and 
Analytical Sciences 
LVV p24 CA-determination I,II,III 
CellTiter-Glo Luminescent cell viability assay Promega Cytotoxicity studies II,III 
Caspase-Glo 3/7 assay Promega Apoptosis assays I 
G418 InVivogen Eukaryotic cell selection I 
DNeasy tissue kit Qiagen Genomic DNA extraction I 




Genomic DNA extraction II 
ProLong Gold antifade reagent with DAPI Invitrogen/ 
Life Technologies 
Confocal microscopy sample 
preparation 
I,II,III 
QuickChange II XL Site-directed 
mutagenesis kit 
Stratagene Generation of mutations into 
packaging plasmids 
I,II,III 
GATEWAY Cloning reagents Gibco-BRL Cloning of His-tagged cDNAs into 
baculoviral genomes 
II 
BD TALON Metal affinity resin  BD Biosciences Recombinant protein purification from 
insect cells 
II 
Magna ChIP protein A magnetic beads Millipore ChIP studies III 







The methods used in the original publications I-III are summarized in tables 9, 10 and 11. Each 
method is described in more detail in the designated original publication.   
 








Method Description  Described 
in  
Used in 
IN-fusion protein cDNA 
subcloning 
Generating IN-fusion protein cDNAs in pBluescriptII I I,II 
IN-fusion protein cloning 
into pMDLg/pRRE 
Cloning of IN-fusion protein cDNAs into the LVV packaging 
plasmid pMDLg/pRRE 
I I,II 
pLV-GFP-KNR cloning Cloning of the plasmid rescue-compatible transfer construct I I 
Site-directed mutagenesis Generation of mutations into different IN proteins I,II I,II,III 
Cell culture Cell culture for various assays I,II,III I,II,III 
Plasmid DNA transfection Introduction of plasmid DNA into cells for LVV and VLP production 
and IN-mCherry detection 
I I,II,III 
Generation of LVVs, IDLVs 
and VLPs 
LVV, IDLV and VLP production I I,II,III 
LVV titering Determining the functional titers of LVVs and particle titers for 
LVVs and VLPs  
I I,II,III 
Western (immuno-)blotting Detection of LVV, IDLV,VLP and cell-contained proteins I,II I,II,III 
LVV and VLP transduction Transducing cells with different LVVs and VLPs in vitro and in 
vivo 
I,II,III I,II,III 
Apotosis studies Studying the induction of apoptosis in cells following different 
treatments 
I I 
Cytotoxicity studies Determining the viability of cells after different treatments II,III II,III 
Flow cytometry Detecting transgene-expressing cells after LVV transduction for 
RIE/ transduction studies and LVV titering 
I,II,III I,II,III 
RIE study Determining the relative integration efficiency of different LVVs II II, U.P. 
Immunofluorescence 
staining 
Preparation of cell, LVV and VLP samples for analysis with 
confocal microscopy 
I,II I,II,III 
Fluorescence microscopy Imaging of transgene expression in transduced cells I I 










Purification of HIS-tagged IN-proteins from insect cells II II 
In vitro cleavage assay 
using recombinant proteins 
Testing the DNA-cleaving ability and specificity of recombinant 
IN-proteins 
II II 
In vitro cleavage assay 
using LVV and VLP extracts 
Testing the DNA-cleaving ability and specificity of IN-proteins 
extracted from LVV and VLP preparations 
III III 
Detection of nuclear DSBs Detection of nuclear DNA double strand break sites by 
immunofluorescence and confocal microscopy 





















Method Description  Described 
in  
Used in 
Plasmid rescue Extraction of genomic vector integration sites using plasmid 
rescue 
I I 
LM-PCR Extraction of  genomic vector integration sites using ligation-
mediated PCR 
II II 
ChIP Chromosome immunoprecipitation, detection of protein-DNA 
contact sites 
III III 
ChIP-sequencing Protein-DNA interaction site study using ChIP sequencing III III 
DNA sequencing (Sanger / 
454) 
DNA sequence determination of DNA constructs, LM-PCR 
products and ChIP sequencing products 
I,II,III I,II,III 
Bioinformatics analysis of 
integration site data 
Processing and analysis of integration site data obtained from 
transduced cells 
I,II I,II 
Bioinformatics analysis of 
interaction site data 
Processing and analysis of  ChIP sequencing data obtained from 
transduced cells 
III III 
Analysis of integration sites 
in rDNA  
Analyzing integration sites within rDNA, which is not included in 
the annotated genome drafts 
II II 
Mapping of different 
elements into rDNA 
Localizing and mapping of rRNA gene elements and integration 
sites into an unannotated supercontig  
II II 
Statistical analysis One-way ANOVA and the Dunnet’s multiple comparison test I,II,III I,II,III 
Fisher’s exact test II II 
Chi-Square test II II 
Unpaired T test with Welch’s correction III III 
One-way ANOVA and the Bonferroni’s multiple comparison test III III 
Two-way ANOVA and the Tukey’s multiple comparison test III III 
Method Description  Described 
in  
Used in 
Experimental animals  Description of experimental animals and their handling III III 
Generation of subcutaneous 
tumours 
Subcutaneous injection of cancer cells into the backs of mice to 
generate subcutaneous tumours  
III III 




5 Results  
5.1 GENERATION AND CHARACTERIZATION OF IN-FUSION PROTEIN 
CONTAINING LENTIVIRAL PARTICLES (I-III) 
IN-I-PpoI fusion proteins were incorporated into LVVs in order to study their ability to direct 
integration towards the recognition sites of I-PpoI. These vectors and VLPs were additionally 
tested to determine the feasibility of the cis-packaging method for lentiviral endonuclease 
protein transduction. Point mutations were introduced into two codons located in the active site 
of I-PpoI. The asparagine 119 (N119) is important for efficient catalysis of DNA cleavage, and its 
mutation into alanine practically abolishes I-PpoI’s activity (0.0065% of the wild type enzyme 
activity) without causing a change to protein conformation (Mannino et al. 1999). N119 binds to 
the essential divalent metal cation Mg2+, required for cleavage of a substrate, and provides a 
hydrogen bond donor to the scissile phosphoryl group. LVVs carrying the IN-I-PpoIN119A fusion 
protein were designed for IN-catalyzed integration targeting studies, where nuclease-catalyzed 
cleavage of the target site would be unnecessary. The role of the histidine residue H78 in I-
PpoI’s active site is less clear than that of the N119’s, but its mutation to alanine results in a 52% 
decrease in endonuclease activity near to physiological pH (Mannino et al. 1999). IN fusions 
with I-PpoIH78A were used in both integration targeting studies and for endonuclease protein 
transduction. IN-p53 and IN-mCherry fusion protein-containing vectors were generated to 
study the potential extensions to the use of the cis-packaging method for protein transduction. 
VLPs containing different IN-fusion proteins were similarly generated to test protein 
transduction in the absence of concomitant gene transfer. 
5.1.1 The cis-packaging method (I) 
In order to be able to study the functionality of different HIV-1 IN fusion proteins in the context 
of third generation LVVs devoid of Vpr, IN-fusion protein cDNAs were cloned directly into 
vector packaging plasmid. In previous studies, IN-fusion proteins have been incorporated into 
replicating viruses or vectors directly from modified provirus sequences (Bushman and Miller 
1997; Katz et al. 1996) and using the Vpr trans-packaging strategy (Holmes-Son and Chow 2000; 
Holmes-Son and Chow 2002; Tan et al. 2006). Direct incorporation of IN-fusion proteins into the 
most recent gene therapy-grade LVVs has not been reported before.  
The packaging plasmid of third generation LVVs contains a RRE 3’ to pol (Fig. 9). Apart from 
this element efficient LVV production does not require the presence of HIV-1 accessory proteins 
or cis-acting elements downstream of the IN-gene. Such vectors were therefore rationalized to 
tolerate IN-fusion proteins better than the replicating viruses tested before, and provide a 
meaningful platform for integration targeting studies. The foreign protein cDNAs were cloned 
in-frame into the 3’end of IN in the vector packaging plasmid pMDLg/pRRE in order to drive 
the inclusion of IN-fusion proteins into vectors (Fig. 9). The natural stop-codon of IN was 
replaced by a restriction enzyme site to allow fusion-cDNA cloning. Because the Pol-
polyprotein is mainly processed into its counterparts (PR, RT and IN) only after virion budding 
(Pettit et al. 2004), one could anticipate that successful PTN extraction with this packaging 
strategy should not be limited by the premature activity of toxic proteins in producer cells. The 
packaging strategy was termed the cis-packaging strategy to distinguish it from the trans-






Figure 9. Packaging plasmids for 3rd generation LVV production. The packaging plasmid on the left 
depicts the non-modified wild type (wt) IN-encoding, or the integration deficient IND64V-expressing 
plasmid. The modified packaging plasmid with IN-fusion protein cDNAs is shown on the right (the 
construct used for cis-packaging of heterologous proteins). The remaining three LVV production 
constructs are depicted in Figure 6.     
5.1.1.1 Mixed multimer vectors  
Fusions to the N or C terminus of IN decrease its enzymatic activities (Bushman & Miller 1997; 
Katz et al. 1996; Holmes-Son & Chow 2000; Holmes-Son & Chow 2002; Tan et al. 2006). 
However, integration activity of LVs or LVVs that contain an integration-defective IN can be 
rescued through trans-complementation, i.e. by providing an IN protein that harbours 
mutations at other inactivating amino acids, or lacks other domains than the original 
integration-defective IN (Gent et al. 1993; Fletcher et al. 1997; Liu et al. 1997). Trans-
complementation of IN function in the IN-fusion protein containing virions has been pursued 
with both the Vpr-packaging strategy (Holmes-Son & Chow 2000; Holmes-Son & Chow 2002; 
Tan et al. 2006) and by co-expressing wt IN molecules during virus production (Bushman & 
Miller 1997).  
In this thesis, vectors generated for integration targeting and endonuclease protein 
transduction studies were trans-complemented using equimolar amounts of two packaging 
plasmids in vector production: one containing the IN-fusion protein and the other carrying 
either the unmodified wt IN or an integration defective IND64V. Such mixed multimer vectors 
were generated to ensure integration proficiency of LVVs in a way that preserves the correct 
stoichiometry between Gag and Gag-Pol proteins in produced particles (Table 7). 
Third generation LVVs were produced in 293T producer cells via calcium phosphate 
precipitation of the four different production plasmids (Figure 6) in triple flasks, as described in 
Follenzi and Naldini (2002). Mixed multimer LVVs were produced by adding either of the trans-
complementing packaging plasmid to the transfection mix. VLPs were produced with the same 
method but omitting the transfer construct. The producer cell supernatant containing the LVVs 
or VLPs was collected two days after transfection, cleared by filtering and concentrated by 
ultracentrifugation. The different vectors and VLPs generated and studied in this work are 
presented in Table 7, and their characterization is described below. 
5.1.2 Fusion protein incorporation (I-III) 
Correct fusion protein incorporation was verified by immunoblotting. All of the tested IN-
fusion proteins were correctly packaged into LVVs and VLPs, as detected by both the antibody 
against HIV-1 IN (Fig 10. A) and fusion partner-specific antibodies, if the latter were available  
(Fig. 10 B). With the largest IN-fusion protein IN-p53 (85 kDa), the correct-sized fusion protein-
specific bands were least well visible in immunoblots (two right-most asterisks in Figure 10 A 
and B). Inclusion of the IN-fusion protein into vectors did not change the correct processing of 
the Pol-embedded RT proteins (p51 and p66), as exemplified with the IN-mCherry containing 




Depending on the fusion protein, different levels of unspecific proteolytic degradation were 
observed. Whereas IN-I-PpoI became incorporated as the expected full-sized 50 kDa fusion 
protein, several protein sizes were detected in LVVs and VLPs containing IN-mCherry and IN-
p53 (Fig. 10 A and B). This degradation can result from sample preparation for western blot, 
from the activity of producer cell-derived cellular proteases, or from pseudo-recognition sites 
for the HIV-1 PR possibly present in the fusion protein. HIV-1 PR recognizes and cleaves a three 
dimensional protein structure rather than specific amino acid sequences in its target molecules 
(Prabu-Jeyabalan et al. 2002).  Potential pseudo-PR sites could therefore be predicted and 
eliminated from IN-fusion proteins prior to fusion cDNA cloning, if minimal degradation of the 






p24 (pg/ml)  TU/ml 
  n Mean SD  n Mean SD 
wt IN 9 1.45E+08 1.35E+08  9 3.26E+09 4.21E+09 
IND64V 4 3.08E+07 2.07E+07  4 1.05E+07 6.91E+06 
IN-I-PpoI 5 3.15E+08 1.78E+08  5 5.95E+08 1.19E+09 
IN-I-PpoIH78A 2 1.73E+08 5.94E+07 2 9.82E+07 1.28E+08 
IN-I-PpoIN119A 3 6.70E+07 6.12E+07  3 6.35E+07 8.88E+07 
IN-mCherry 8 1.29E+08 1.06E+08  8 7.61E+07 7.98E+07 
IN-p53 7 4.39E+07 4.50E+07  7 5.80E+06 6.81E+06 
wt IN+IN-I-PpoIH78A 2 1.68E+08 9.55E+07  2 9.86E+08 1.18E+09 
wt IN+IN-I-PpoIN119A 3 2.42E+08 2.61E+08  2 4.37E+09 6.02E+09 
IND64V+IN-I-PpoIH78A 2 8.71E+07 5.51E+07  1 1.47E+08   
IND64V+IN-I-PpoIN119A 3 2.05E+08 3.16E+08  3 4.08E+08 6.19E+08 
    TU, transducing unit. 
Figure 10. Characterization of LVVs and VLPs with immunoblotting. Particle-contained IN-molecules 
are identified above the blots and the antibodies used below the blots. The numbers and bars 
indicate locations and sizes of the molecular weight marker bands (kDa). A) Detection of IN proteins 
B) Detection of mCherry and p53. C) Detection of vector-contained RT proteins D) Detecting 
different forms of the Gag-proteins. Asterisks in A and B: correct-sized IN-fusion proteins where 
multiple bands are visible.  Expected sizes of different molecules: wt IN and IND64V, 32 kDa; IN-I-
PpoI/H78A/N119A, 50kDa; IN-mCherry: 59 kDa; IN-p53, 85 kDa; RT proteins, 51 and 66 kDa; Gag-
precursor proteins: p166 (Pr166 Gag-Pol, 166 kDa); p55 (Pr55 Gag, 55 kDa); p41 (an intermediate 
protein, 41 kDa) and the processed p24 (CA, 24 kDa). 
5.1.3 Functional titering and p24 values  
LVVs were characterized by their p24 CA protein content and by functional titers based on the 
expression of the vector-contained GFP transgene. p24 forms the cone-shaped virion capsid, or 
core,  that encloses the viral enzymes and the RNA genome coated by NC (Freed & Martin 
2007). The stoichiometry of p24 generally used for particle amount calculation is 2000 molecules 
per viral particle, but there are also estimates of 1500 copies per particle (Briggs et al. 2004). In 
addition to vector-incorporated CA, the p24 antigen capture enzyme immunoassay used in this 
study measures the amounts of free p24 and p55Gag precursor proteins released into the 
supernatant of producer cells. Therefore it cannot be used to calculate reliably the amount of 
viral particles in a volume. Here the p24 values of LVV and VLP preparations were mainly 
utilized to equalize the amounts of vectors and VLPs being used in various assays.   
Inclusion of the IN-fusion proteins into vectors and VLPs had rather subtle effects on the p24-
contents of vector preparations (Table 12 and Fig. 11 A). The variation seen between different 
lots of the same vector suggest that the differences in the p24-values have likely arisen by 
chance. Although certain IN-fusion proteins, such as the largest IN-p53, may have negatively 
impacted on the vector production, the p24 contents of the IN-modified LVV’s exceeded those 
of the IND64V vectors. In summary, characterization of the IN-modified vectors by their p24-
values suggested that the IN-fusion packaging plasmids can be used for LVV and VLP 
production without markedly altering the levels of particle production. Another conclusion that 
can be drawn is that incorporation of proapoptotic proteins such as the p53 with the cis-
packaging method does not compromise vector production. However, analyzing the p24-values 
of vector preparations with methods that measure only particle-associated CA proteins would 
provide a more reliable basis for such comparisons and conclusions. 
 
Table 12. Mean values and standard deviations (SD) of the particle (p24) and functional titers of 





In this study, the functional titers, expressed as transducing units per milliliter (TU/ml), of 
LVVs were determined in HeLa cells at a time point between 36 to 48 hours post transduction. 
Transgene expression by LVVs generally reaches its maximum during this time, after which the 
percentage of GFP-expressing cells may decline if non-integrated vector genomes or producer 
cell-originated plasmid DNA have been present in LVV preparations. Therefore the time point 
of functional titer determination does not reflect the integration ability of the vectors.  
Functional titers of the IDLVs (LVV-IND64V) were over two logs lower than those of wt IN 
vectors, being in agreement  with previous studies (Leavitt et al. 1996). The functional titers of 
the IN-fusion protein-containing vectors were 6 to 51 times lower with the IN-I-PpoI proteins 
and 43 to 562 times lower for the IN-mCherry and IN-p53-containing vectors in comparison to 
unmodified LVVs (Fig. 11 B and table 12). Trans-complementation with both IND64V and wt IN 
improved the titers of the LVVs containing different IN-I-PpoI forms. Fusion protein-containing 
LVVs may have altered kinetics with regard to nuclear import of the PIC, integration and 
transgene expression when compared to the non-modified vectors. These differences can affect 
the TU/ml values obtained by flow cytometry analysis, and methods based on integrated 
provirus quantification in transduced cells could provide a more accurate measure of vector 
functionality. FACS-titering was however able to show an unambiguous decrease in vector 
titers that followed the use of IN-fusion protein packaging plasmids in vector production.  
 
Figure 11. Measured p24-contents (A) and functional titers (B) of LVVs and VLPs containing different 
IN-molecules (identified at the bottom of the figure). All of the LVVs carried the GFP-transgene 





































































































































































































































5.1.4 Integration proficiency of IN-modified vectors  
The integration proficiency of different LVVs was estimated with flow cytometry. Transduced 
cells were cultivated for at least 10 days to allow dilution of unintegrated vectors, and analyzed 
at regular intervals to determine the percentage of GFP positive cells at different time points. A 
relative integration efficiency value (RIE) was calculated from these measurements by dividing 
the percentage of gated positive cells at a time point by the maximum percentage of positive 
cells obtained for that vector, which was generally observed at day two post transduction. The 
RIE-value thus represents the percentage of cells harboring integrated vectors from all initially 
transgene positive cells, which may have expressed GFP from unintegrated vector genomes.  
The RIE-value of wt IN-containing vectors remained close to 100% throughout the follow-up 
time (Fig. 12 B, D and F). Vectors that contained only the IN-I-PpoIN119A fusion proteins yielded 
identical RIE-curves with the IND64V-containing IDLVs with a RIE value of about 3% at day 10 
(Fig. 12 B). Trans-complementation of LVV-IN-I-PpoIN119A with IND64V resulted in a RIE value of 
33 to 60% depending on the experiment (Fig. 12 B and F). Similar levels of integration 
restoration have been obtained with other published IN-fusion proteins that were used to trans-
complement IDLVs with the Vpr-fusion strategy (Holmes-Son and Chow 2000; Tan et al. 2006). 
Addition of wt IN into IN-I-PpoIN119A-containing LVVs restored the integration efficiency 
close to that of the unmodified vectors (RIE values of 84 and 95%, Fig. 12 B and F, respectively). 
IDLV –driven transgene expression dropped close to the background levels by day 10, but 
expression from integrated vectors remained stable after this time point. Transduction 
experiments were also conducted with LVVs containing the endonucleolytically active IN-I-
PpoI or IN-I-PpoIH78A proteins, but these proteins were found to be cytotoxic in HeLa cells 
(section 5.2.3.2 and Fig. 13).  RIE-value calculations for IN-I-PpoI or IN-I-PpoIH78A containing 
vectors were therefore impeded by the extinction of GFP positive cells before day 10. 
The vectors containing IN-mCherry promoted transgene integration better than the IN-I-
PpoIN119A-containing vectors in the absence of trans-complementation (Fig. 12 B and D). It thus 
seems that the protein fused to IN affects the ability of the vector to integrate to a different 
extent: the monomeric mCherry protein disabled IN’s activities less than the strong 
dimerization-characteristics possessing I-PpoIN119A. However, despite the differences in the 
initial numbers of GFP-expressing cells, surprisingly similar-sized populations of GFP-positive 
cells were found with both LVV-INmCherry concentrations at the end of the study (Fig. 12 C).   
In summary, trans-complementation rescues integration proficiency of IN-fusion protein-
containing vectors and different fusion partners affect the integration capability of IN to a 
different extent. The RIE-calculation used to provide an estimate of the vectors’ integration 
proficiency was found to be affected by differences in transduction conditions and other 
variables between individual experiments, as seen from the values obtained for LVVs wt 
IN/IND64V+IN-I-PpoIN119A (Fig. 12 B and F). If more accurate estimates of integration proficiency 
were needed, the amount of integrated vectors in transduced cells could be determined by 
quantitative PCR (qPCR), which is not sensitive for variation in vector and target cell conditions 
and can also be used for LVV titering (Butler et al. 2001; Gay et al. 2012; Sastry et al. 2002). The 
generation of only wt IN or IND64V–containing vector particles in the trans-complementation 
batches cannot be avoided. The wt IN only-containing particles likely contribute in part to the 
better RIE of such mixed multimer vectors, seen in Fig. 12 B and F. Using IND64V as the 
complementing molecule ensures that the only proteins capable of catalyzing transgene 










Figure 12. The amount of GFP-expressing transgene positive cells in a population following LVV 
transduction (left) and the relative integration efficiency calculated for different vectors at the 
indicated time points (right). The values are shown as means of replicates ±SD (standard deviation) 
except for A and B, which show averages (Avgs) of two replicates used. TD, transduction 
experiment; RIE, relative integration efficiency; GFP, green fluorescent protein; (+) positive.  
 
5.2 PROTEIN TRANSDUCTION WITH IN-FUSION PROTEINS (I-III) 
Using the cis-packaging method, about 20 to 250 molecules of IN fusion proteins are expected to 
become packaged into vector particles, based on the numbers suggested for IN-molecule 
incorporation into HIV-1 or LVV particles (Briggs et al. 2004; Denard et al. 2009). This number is 
much less than that of trans-packaged Vpr, of which about 390–550 molecules are incorporated 
(Singh et al. 2000). For certain protein transduction applications, it is necessary to transport as 
many molecules as possible into target cells. On other occasions, the target cells may suffer from 
an excess of the delivered proteins. The feasibility of the cis-packaging strategy for protein 





5.2.1 Apoptosis induction by IN-p53 (I) 
Vpr-fusion proteins have previously failed to promote packaging of a proapoptotic protein into 
lentivirus-derived PTNs (Link et al. 2006). To test whether the cis-packaging strategy presented 
in this work would perform better, an IN-p53 fusion protein was generated and tested for its 
ability to induce apoptosis in p53-sensitive target cells.  
Apoptosis, or the programmed cellular death, is an important pathway that can be induced 
by both extracellular and intracellular stimuli (Taylor et al. 2008). Apoptosis is mediated by 
caspase proteins, the active forms of which increase in cells during the course of apoptosis. The 
tumor suppressor protein p53 is a cellular safeguard that plays critical roles in the maintenance 
of cellular integrity under stress conditions. It can induce apoptosis through its transcription 
factor-related functions or via transcription-independent pathways by directly localizing to the 
mitochondria (Green and Kroemer 2009). The p53 gene is inactivated through mutations or 
deletions in approximately half of different types of human cancers. In the cervical carcinoma 
HeLa cells used in this work to study the activity of IN-p53 protein transduction, the 
endogenous p53 protein is targeted for accelerated degradation through the action of the 
human papilloma virus (HPV) E6 protein (Scheffner et al. 1993; Scheffner et al. 1990).  
Induction of apoptosis in HeLa cells was studied by using different LVV and VLP amounts 
in transductions, and by measuring the intracellular amounts of the active effector caspases 3 
and 7 at different time points post transduction. Caspase 3 and 7 signals were found to be 
significantly elevated in cells transduced with the LVVs or VLPs containing the IN-p53 protein 
when compared to cells treated with the wt IN-containing control vectors (original publication 
I, Fig. 4). This result confirmed that protein transduction with either LVV of VLPs was able to 
induce apoptosis in HeLa cells. Moreover, the result demonstrated that IN-fusion proteins can 
be used to package proapoptotic proteins into lentivirus-derived particles and that these 
particles can elicit the anticipated response in the target cells.  
5.2.2 Fluorescent labeling of LVVs and VLPs by IN-mCherry (I) 
Different proteins of LVs and γRVs have been tagged with fluorescent proteins to track the 
intracellular trafficking of viral particles (reviewed in Maetzig et al. 2012). A fusion protein 
consisting of IN and the monomeric red fluorescent protein mCherry (Shaner et al. 2004) was 
generated in this study to test whether LVV or VLP-packaged IN-fusion proteins could be used 
for the same purpose. Imaging IN-mCherry containing particles with confocal microscopy 
verified that the fluorescent fusion protein was correctly and specifically packaged into both 
LVVs and VLPs (original publication I, Fig. 7). Despite the lower number of IN molecules in 
virions in comparison to e.g. Vpr, the amount of the cis-packaged proteins sufficed for the 
microscopical visualization of the generated particles. Moreover, red fluorescing particles were 
detected in the cytoplasm and nuclei of LVV-IN-mCherry -transduced cells, confirming the 
feasibility of using IN-fusion proteins for intracellular trafficking studies of LVVs and VLPs. 
5.2.3 Endonuclease protein transduction (II, III) 
As discussed before, the generation of DSBs can be advantageous in gene therapy, owing to 
their ability to enhance site-specific gene insertion into the cleaved site (Urnov et al. 2010). 
High-level expression of nucleases in target cells can, however, lead to unspecific genome 
cleavage and the related genotoxicity. Nuclease expression can be bypassed by providing the 
enzyme through lentiviral protein transduction (Izmiryan et al. 2011), which per se does not 
elicit cytotoxicity. However, the nature of the endonuclease used, the amount of molecules 
packaged into PTNs and the number of target sites at which it causes cleavage can affect the 
cytotoxicity encountered with this approach.  
In addition to integration targeting studies, LVVs and VLPs carrying the endonucleolytically 
active forms of the IN-I-PpoI fusion (see 5.1) were used to characterize the suitability of the cis-




cleaving activity of the IN-fusion proteins on both plasmid DNA and in transduced cells and by 
measuring their cytotoxicity in different human cells and in an in vivo tumour model.   
5.2.3.1 IN-I-PpoI is functional both in vitro and in transduced cells 
In this study, the functionality of IN-fused I-PpoI was tested in a plasmid cleavage assay with 
two methods, first with recombinant proteins (original publication II, Supplementary Fig. 1) 
and next with a newly developed strategy using LVV or VLP-extracted proteins (original 
publication III, Supplementary Fig. S1). Plasmids containing I-PpoI recognition sites were 
efficiently digested by IN-I-PpoI and IN-I-PpoIH78A, but not with wt IN. Both of the I-PpoI 
variants were thus confirmed to remain active despite their fusion to IN.  
Accessibility of the genomic rDNA-target site for lentivirally delivered IN-I-PpoI and its 
correct cleavage was studied using immunocytochemistry and confocal microscopy. The 
histone H2AX becomes phosphorylated at a serine residue in response to DSBs and forms so-
called γH2AX foci that span large chromatin areas (Rogakou et al. 1998). In addition, the 
obligatory target DNA cleavage step of retroviral integration involves H2AX phosphorylation 
(Daniel et al. 2004), and this property allows for detection of early integration events through 
γH2AX staining. 
Clear evidence of DSB signal concentration around the nucleoli was observed in cells 
transduced with the endonucleolytically active fusion proteins IN-I-PpoI (original publication 
II, Fig. 3 and Supplementary Fig. 2) and IN-I-PpoIH78A (original publication III, Supplementary 
Fig. S1). Single γH2AX foci were visible also outside the nucleoli, indicating either integration 
reactions occurring elsewhere in the genome or IN-I-PpoI activity on some of its non-nucleolar 
target sites (table 13). As vectors containing solely the IN-I-PpoIN119A fusion protein were found 
to be severely compromised for integration in the RIE-study (Fig. 12 B), the latter explanation is 
more likely. γH2AX foci were not found to surround the nucleoli of cells transduced with 
vectors or VLPs that lacked the I-PpoI endonuclease activity, i.e. with particles containing IN-I-
PpoIN119A and wt IN. In addition, the nucleolar morphologies were distinct in these cells when 
compared to the ring-like structures observed in IN-I-PpoI and IN-I-PpoIH78A transduced cells 
(original publications II and III, Figures 3 and S1, respectively). Taken together, these tests 
indicated that I-PpoI and I-PpoIH78A proteins are able to correctly recognize and cleave the I-
PpoI target sites present on both plasmids and genomic DNA, when fused to HIV-1 IN. 
   
Table 13. Full 15 bp I-PpoI cleavage sites (CTCTCTTAAGGTAGC) in the non-ribosomal genomic DNA 













5.2.3.2 The impact of IN-I-PpoI protein transduction on cellular viability  
When site-specific endonucleases are transduced into cells with the aim of genome editing or 
targeted integration, the number of transported molecules needs to be sufficient to obtain 
efficient target site cleavage but low enough to avoid unintended genotoxicity. IN molecules are 





28425200 28425214 1p32.2 - 
31284197 31284211 1q43 + 
22786092 22786106 2q21.2 - 
56304065 56304079 3p14.3 - 
6560338 6560352 7q11.22 + 
22466898 22466912 8q13.3 - 
22903380 22903394 11q14.1 + 




packaging method potentially well-suited for endonuclease protein transduction. To test this 
hypothesis, the cytotoxicity of IN-I-PpoI transduction was assessed in different cells.  
The tested cell lines included both non-transformed and finitely dividing cells (Table 4). The 
cancer predisposition frequently involves mutations in the pathways that ensure genomic 
stability after DNA damage, which renders these cells more sensitive for radiotherapy or DSB-
originated cytotoxicity (Khanna and Jackson 2001). The differences in viabilities between 
cancerous and normal cells were therefore evaluated. Indeed, the present studies suggested that 
the cells suffering most from IN-I-PpoI protein transduction were cancer cells, or cells with 
dysfunctional responses to DNA damage, such as the 293T cells (Fleisig et al. 2010) (original 
publication III, Fig. 4 and Supplementary Figs. S3 and S4).  However, there was much variation 
in how different cell lines responded to IN-I-PpoI protein transduction. Whereas some cell lines, 
such as the A549 lung carcinoma cells, showed a clear and dose-responsive reduction in 
viability following LVV IN-I-PpoI transduction, other cancer cell lines, e.g. the HepG2, seemed 
to become affected at later time points and were less vulnerable to vector-derived DSBs even 
after the highest vector loads used (original publication III, Supplementary Fig. S4). The 
cytotoxic effects of IN-I-PpoI were not restricted to cancer cells, but were also evident in some of 
the non-cancerous cells, such as normal retinal pigment epithelium ARPE-19 cells. I-PpoI has 
about 600 natural cleavage sites in the human genome, including the ones in rDNA and in the 
non-nucleolar chromosomes (Table 13). Despite the limited cleavage of genomic I-PpoI sites by 
the enzyme (Monnat et al. 1999; Berkovich et al. 2007; Gandhi et al. 2012; Wen et al. 2012), its 
activity therefore poses a major challenge also for cells possessing normal DSBR pathways. 
The more pronounced cytotoxicity of IN-I-PpoI transduction in cancer cells was taken 
advantage of in order to characterize the functionality of lentiviral IN-endonuclease protein 
transduction in a more complex environment, in an in vivo setting. The lung carcinoma A549 
cells, which had been verified to be susceptible for I-PpoI site cleavage-originated cytotoxicity 
in in vitro tests, were used to generate subcutaneous tumors in the backs of nude mice. Tumors 
were injected with the inert GFP transgene-containing wt IN control vectors, with LVV-IN-I-
PpoI and with a control vector carrying the HSV TK transgene. LVV-IN-I-PpoI transduction 
was found to decrease the proliferation of tumor cells with a similar or better efficiency as 
observed for the LVV-wt IN-TK vector combined with GCV treatment. Taken together, IN-I-
PpoI protein transduction elicited efficient tumor cell cytotoxicity not only in cultured cells but 
also in an in vivo setting, verifying the feasibility of the cis-packaging method for LVV-driven 
protein transduction in two different study environments. With moderate LVV doses, the extent 
of DNA cleavage did not cause overt cytotoxicity in non-cancerous cells. 
5.2.3.3 Decreasing endonuclease-derived cytotoxicity by trans-complementation  
After demonstrating the feasibility of cytotoxic IN-endonuclease protein transduction in 
different cells and transduction environments, it was decided to examine whether the IN-I-
PpoIH78A mutant combined with a described 52% decrease in endonuclease activity (Mannino et 
al. 1999) would have a smaller impact on the viability of the transduced cells than IN-I-PpoI. 
Moreover, mixed multimer vectors were used to test whether intravirion endonuclease levels 
could be reduced to a less cytotoxic level by trans-complementation. The two concentrations of 
vectors used (2 and 10 ng of p24 per well of a 96 well plate) corresponded to approximately to 
2000 and 12500 viral particles per cell, respectively. 
The vector loads used in the study were not cytotoxic on the cells per se, as evidenced by the 
endonuclease activity-lacking vectors containing LVV-wt IN and LVV-IN-I-PpoIN119A (Fig. 13 A-
D). LVV-IN-I-PpoIH78A was found to be less cytotoxic in both cell lines at the lower dose than the 
fully active IN-I-PpoI enzyme (Fig. 13 E and F). IN-endonuclease protein transduction was 
again observed to be more toxic in the cancerous HeLa cells than in the normal MRC-5 
fibroblasts (Fig. 13 E-H). By adding IND64V or wt IN into LVVs containing the IN-I-PpoIH78A 




complementation approach was thus found to be a feasible way to decrease the endonuclease 
content inside LVV particles to reduce DSB-originated cytotoxicity.  
 
 
Figure 13. The impact of different vector-contained IN-proteins on cellular viability. Significant 
negative deviation (decreased viability) from the values of non-transduced cells are shown with 
black asterisks, and significant differences between the two cell lines at day 3 with grey asterisks. 
Statistical calculations were performed with one-way Anova followed by Dunnett’s multiple 
comparison tests. LVVs containing wt IN and IN-I-PpoIN119A were used as the no endonuclease 

















































5.3 TARGETING A GENOMIC SAFE HARBOR FOR TRANSGENE 
INTEGRATION (II) 
The main goal of this study was to test whether IN-fusion proteins could be used to increase 
vector integration at a predetermined site when packaged into third generation LVVs. To test 
this hypothesis, HIV-1 IN was fused to I-PpoI that has many natural recognition sites in an 
interesting GSH candidate, the rDNA. In addition to characterizing the frequency of targeted 
transgene integration events, the full integromes of the vectors were analyzed. The rationale 
behind this was that comprehensive characterization of a vector’s off-target integration events is 
highly important as it aids in the assessment of the vector’s genosafety profile. In addition, the 
incorporation of an IN-fusion protein into vectors may affect the interaction of IN with its 
cellular cofactors and lead to a change in the vector’s integration pattern.  
5.3.1 Integration site study data sets  
Vector ISs in cellular genomes were analysed by LM-PCR followed by pyrosequencing, as 
described  in the original publication II. The different vectors studied are listed in Table 14. Data 
sets with less than 100 ISs were not included in further IS analysis steps due to the high 
likelihood of chance affecting the results. In this thesis, the unpublished data generated with 
LVVs wt IN and wt IN+IN-I-PpoIH78A are included in cellular integration site analysis. LVV wt 
IN is included as an internal control despite the sparse number of ISs in the data. The largest 
numbers of ISs were obtained with the best integration proficiency and least cytotoxicity 
demonstrating IN-fusion protein vectors, namely LVVs wt IN+IN-I-PpoIN119A and IND64V+IN-I-
PpoIN119A (table 14). LVV wt IN+IN-I-PpoIH78A was the only endonuclease activity possessing an 
IN-fusion protein vector for which a reasonable number of cellular ISs could be resolved.  
The results obtained for IN-modified vectors were compared to external published HIV-1 
integration data sets (hereafter referred to as the control vector or data) to ensure that the 
comparisons be as accurate as possible. The data set published by Mitchell et al. (2004) was 
chosen because it was generated with the same REs and extracted from a similar cell line 
(IMR90 normal lung fibroblast) as the IS data in this work, and should therefore contain an 
identical inherent restriction bias. A larger external wt IN-data set was necessary to use in 
rDNA-targeting studies (Wang et al. 2007). Each data set was additionally compared to their 
MRC data (see later). During bioinformatics filtering of obtained sequencing reads, a match to 
the genomic DNA was required to start latest two nucleotides after the processed LTR end. 
Final integration site data sets therefore present IN-catalyzed integration events.  
 
Table 14. Vectors used in genomic IS studies and the number of final ISs in the genome version 
















LVV type LVV name Described in  # of IS 
Control vectors LVV wt IN  This thesis, U.P. 103 
LVV IND64V This thesis, U.P. 37 
Vectors with only  
IN-fusion 
proteins  
LVV IN-I-PpoI ND ND 
LVV IN-I-PpoIH78A This thesis, U.P. 7 
LVV IN-I-PpoIN119A ND ND 
Mixed multimer 
vectors 
LVV IND64V + IN-I-PpoIH78A This thesis, U.P. 58 
LVV wt IN + IN-I-PpoIH78A     This thesis, U.P. 254 
LVV IND64V + IN-I-PpoIN119A  This thesis (II) 437 
LVV wt IN + IN-I-PpoIN119A  This thesis (II) 1609 
  
External controls  LVV wt IN  Mitchell et al., 2004 480 




5.3.2 Targeted integration into ribosomal DNA 
rDNA is absent from the so-called complete sequenced human genome builds, because the 
sequencing of individual rRNA gene repeats and their mapping into correct rDNA-containing 
chromosomes is impossible with the currently available strategies (International Human 
Genome Sequencing Consortium* 2004). However, in the unannoted genome build versions 
hg19/GRCh37, unplaced contigs containing rRNA genes can be found. The supercontig 
ChrUn_gl000220 was analyzed in this work to contain one full and one partial rRNA gene 
repeat, with a complete intervening IGS sequence and areas to which no rRNA-related genes 
could be mapped to (Figure 14). Analysis of IS localization to the rDNA was conducted by 
BLAT-aligning sequence reads to hg19 and by counting unique hits in the ChrUn_gl000220. 
No rDNA-localizing ISs were found in the smaller external wt IN control data set, nor in data 
sets generated in this work that contained the fewest integration sites (254 sites or less). The 
background level of LVV integration within rDNA was therefore determined using the larger 
data set published by Wang et al. (2007). Altogether 0.1% of the vector’s integration sites were 
found in rDNA, scattered throughout the length of the unplaced contig (Fig. 14 and 15). In 
contrast, ISs were found solely within the 18S and 28S rRNA genes for the IN-fusion protein-
containing vectors. LVV-IND64V+IN-I-PpoIN119A, which had a comparable number of ISs with the 
smaller wt IN control (Mitchell et al., 2004), featured best integration targeting to rDNA (2.7% of 
all genomic ISs), the difference to all other vector groups of relevant size being significant 
(Figure 15).  This result answered the main study question of this work, confirming that IN-
fusion proteins can be used to increase vector integration at a predetermined GSH site. The 
reason behind the lesser degree of rDNA targeting by the wt IN-complemented IN-I-PpoIN119A 
vectors is likely due to the presence of only-wt IN-containing particles in the vector preparation, 
which integrate more randomly than true mixed-multimer vectors.  
 
Figure 14. A schematic of the unplaced supercontig ChrUn_gl000220 (modified from original 
publication II).  The GC-percentage, CpG islands and rRNA gene sequences are shown in addition to 






Figure 15. Percentage of vector ISs in rDNA. The p-values shown arise from comparisons between 
LVV IND64V+IN-I-PpoIN119A and the rest of the vectors (Fisher’s exact test and X2-test when 
comparing to the wt IN control from Wang et al. 2007). 
5.3.3 The overall integration pattern of IN-I-PpoI-containing LVVs 
HIV-1 prefers integration within actively transcribed genes and disfavors certain genomic 
features favored by γRVs, such as TSSs (Beard et al. 2007a; Berry et al. 2006; Wang et al. 2007). 
Owing partly to the differences in IS selection by the two Retrovirus families, LVVs are less 
genotoxic than γRVVs (Montini et al. 2009). In order to test whether IN-fusion protein-
containing vectors would retain the favorable integration pattern of LVs, their overall genomic 
IS distribution was studied. Sites localizing to different genomic features were analyzed using 
the software InSiPiD (INtegration SIte PIpeline & Database; 
http://microb215.med.upenn.edu/insipid/index.php) of the Bushman laboratory (Berry et al. 
2006). For each data set created here, it generated a unique MRC data set in which three 
computationally selected random ISs lie the same distance to an RE site as the corresponding IS 
for an LVV, but are otherwise randomly distributed (Berry et al. 2006; Mitchell et al. 2004; see 
also section 2.2.3).  
The results are illustrated as a genomic heat map (Fig. 16), which summarizes integration 
profiles of vectors or viruses with regard to their different genomic features (listed to the left). 
Each vector data set studied was compared to its own MRC (asterisks in Fig. 16), the best 
control featuring random integration. The tile color represents the nature of differences between 
vector ISs and MRC sites: increasing shades of red indicate more integration sites in the given 
feature, and increasing shades of blue indicate disfavored integration in the feature, as 
compared to random integration. The wt IN control generated in this work was shown in the 
heat map to verify its similarity with the external control data. Owing to the low IS numbers 
obtained, this data was not analyzed in detail.  
In an attempt to resolve possible differences to the integration preference of a typical LVV, 
the IS distribution of IN-modified vectors was compared to that of the same restriction bias-
containing wt IN control data (Mitchell et al. 2004; triangles in Fig. 16). No significant 
differences were present between the internal and the external control LVVs, verifying the 
reliability of the method used for IS extraction. Several differences were observed when 
comparing the integration pattern of the IN-fusion protein containing LVVs and the control, 






Figure 16. Integration frequency in different genomic features. A genomic heat map summarizing 
the relationships of vector integration sites with their MRC data and comparing the integration 
pattern of IN-modified vectors to the control vector data is shown. Data set names are indicated 
above the columns. Selected genomic features are designated to the left of the corresponding row of 
the heat map. Tile color indicates whether integration by different vectors is favored (increasing 
shades of red) or disfavored (increasing shades of blue) in a given feature relative to their MRCs. 
The p-values shown (*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001) emerge from significant departures from 
the MRCs (asterisks) or from the wt IN data set (triangles). The base pair values in the row labels 
indicate the size of the genomic interval used for analysis. The statistical methods used in the 
InSiPiD-generated heat map to compare experimental data sets to their MRCs and to each other are 
described elsewhere (Berry et al. 2006; Brady et al. 2009). 
5.3.3.1 Integration with respect to genes and oncogenes 
HIV-1 has a strong preference towards integration within transcription units (Wang et al. 2007). 
RefSeqGenes (RSGs) is a subset of NCBI's Reference Sequence project that serves as a reference 
standard for well-characterized genes. All of the studied vectors preferred integration into RSGs 
when compared to random (Fig. 16). LVV wt IN+IN-I-PpoIN119A had more (73.5%) and LVV wt 
IN+IN-I-PpoIH78A fewer (64.8%) ISs within RSGs than the control vector in this comparison 
(69.8%) (Figure 16 B and table 14). Typical gene-targeting frequencies of HIV-1 vectors do, 
however, often reach values of more than 70%. 
Within genes, IN-I-PpoIN119A-containing vectors were found more frequently in exons than 
would be expected by chance (Table 15; all LVV data sets compared to their respective MRCs). 
Control vectors or the other IN-modified vectors studied showed no such preference, and the 
overall frequency of targeting an exon remained below 6% in all listed data sets.  
LVV wt IN+IN-I-PpoIN119A differed significantly from the external wt IN control in preferring 
more gene-dense regions for integration (Fig. 16). This difference was, however, only visible at 
the largest 1Mb window studied, and may arise from the fact these vectors had almost double 
the amount of IS in the gene-densest chromosome 19 in comparison to the control vectors (Fig. 
17). With regard to all other measures describing integration with respect to genes, including 
gene density and distance to nearest start site, IN-modified vectors and the control did not 




HIV-1 integrates into oncogenes more frequently than would be expected by chance (Beard 
et al. 2007a; Brady et al. 2009). In this analysis, only the control vector and the LVV wt IN+IN-I-
PpoIN119A repeated this tendency when looking at a 50 kb region around ISs (Fig. 16). When 
analyzing IS localizing directly within oncogenes, all of the IN-modified vectors did, however, 
duplicate this lentiviral preference (Table 15). The differences between the IN-fusion protein 
vectors and the wt IN data used as an external control were not significant (two-sided Fisher’s 
exact test). 
Taken together, the above described results suggest that the IN-modified vectors retain the 
typical characteristics of LVVs with respect to integration into or close to genes and oncogenes. 
Small differences are found between the control vector and the wt IN+IN-I-PpoIN119A-containing 
LVVs when looking at favored intragenic insertion sites and gene dense regions. Such variation 
may however result from the different number of analyzed IS per vectors. 
 
Table 15. LVV and MRC sites localizing into genes, oncogenes and CpG islands, and the GC 
percentage at 20bp around the IS.  
 
5.3.3.2 CpG islands, GC-rich DNA and DNase hypersensitive sites 
As previously described, LV integration is favored in large genomic areas with a high CpG 
frequency, correlating with their tendency to integrate into areas rich in active genes (Berry et 
al. 2006; Wang et al. 2007; Brady et al. 2009). CpG islands are, however, not enriched directly 
around the ISs, reflecting LV’s preference towards genes instead of promoters or TSSs, which 
typically contain CpG islands.  
In this study, the ISs of IN-I-PpoIN119A-containing vectors were found more frequently in 
CpG-rich DNA, than observed for the control vector (Fig. 16). The differences between both of 
these IN-modified vectors in comparison to the control LVV were significant, albeit small, at the 
smallest 1kb window studied (Fig. 16 and Table 15). This characteristic may be implicative of an 
increased integration favoring towards promoter areas, which is relevant for assessing the 
genotoxic potential of the vectors. 
The LV tendency of favoring large genomic GC-rich areas for integration was replicated in all 
of the IN-fusion protein-containing LVVs (Fig. 16). At smaller window sizes, the GC preference 
was, however, not switched to the expected AT preference, which was visible in the wt IN 
control data set. In contrast, IN-fusion protein-containing vectors continued to favor GC-rich 
sequences close to the site of integration (Table 15). One explanation for the change could be an 
altered interaction with the IS-determining cellular co-factor of IN, the LEDGF/p75, which 
contains an AT hook which is thought to tether IN to AT-rich DNA (Ciuffi et al. 2005).  












wt IN+IN-I-PpoIN119A This thesis (II) 1609 73.5*** 5.8*** 9.4*** 2.5 46.5***
IND64V+IN-I-PpoIN119A This thesis (II) 437 69.8*** 5.3*** 9.0** 4.4** 44.8***
wt IN+IN-I-PpoIH78A This thesis, U.P. 254 63.8*** 2.4 9.1*** 0.4 47.7***
wt IN This thesis, U.P. 103 68.9*** 3.9 6.8 0.0 45.2
wt IN Mitchell et al., 2004 480 69.8*** 3.3 8.3*** 0.4 39.8
wt IN+IN-I-PpoIN119A This thesis (II) 4827 40.6 1.9 4.7 1.7 41.0
IND64V+IN-I-PpoIN119A This thesis (II) 1311 41.3 2.0 4.9 1.8 41.1
wt IN+IN-I-PpoIH78A This thesis, U.P. 671 37.9 2.5 3.3 1.3 41.0
wt IN (this work) This thesis, U.P. 309 39.8 2.3 3.6 1.9 42.0
wt IN Mitchell et al., 2004 6237 39.1 2.0 4.1 1.4 41.0







Similar to CpG islands, HIV ISs positively correlate with a high DNase hypersensitive site 
content when analyzed over long intervals (Brady et al. 2009). In this respect, the IN-modified 
LVVs did not significantly differ from the control, except for the LVV wt IN+IN-I-PpoIH78A at the 
largest window size of 1Mb (Fig. 16). Since this difference was restricted to a long distance, this 
modified vector did not preferentially integrate near to promoter areas, which are enriched with 
DNase hypersensitive sites.  
Taken together, studying vector ISs with respect to different genomic features associated 
with gene-dense chromatin and gene regulatory areas revealed that IN-I-PpoIN119A-containing 
vectors tended to integrate into CpG islands more often than the control. Since their ISs were 
not found to differ from those of the control vector in any other sites studied which would be 
indicative of promoter areas (e.g. distance to gene start areas and DNase hypersensitive sites), 
this difference must be attributable to some other factors underlying the characteristics of vector 
integration. From the distribution of ISs into chromosomes (Fig. 17), it can be seen that IN-I-
PpoIN119A-containing LVVs integrate more in the gene-densest chromosomes 16,17 and 19, when 
compared to the wt IN control. In addition to high gene density, these chromosomes indeed 
have a particularly high CpG island content (Lander et al. 2001), which can explain this 
observation. However, the overall tendency to target genes for integration did not consistently 
differ between the control vector and the IN-fusion protein LVVs (Fig. 16). Therefore this 
analysis did not reveal any differences in the genotoxicity of vector integration between the IN-
modified and the control vectors, but it did demonstrate a clear local change on the typical LV 
pattern of favoring AT-rich sequences for integration.  
 
 
Figure 17. The chromosomal distribution of ISs. The percentages of LVV ISs per chromosome in the 
human genome are shown. MRCs represents the average of all vectors’ MRC sites. 
 
5.4 INTERACTION OF DIFFERENT I-PPOI FORMS WITH GENOMIC I-PPOI 
RECOGNITION SITES (III) 
Vector IS studies revealed a significant increase in rDNA-directed integration only for the LVV 
containing a mixture of IND64V and IN-I-PpoIN119A (Fig. 15). The ability of the endonuclease 
activity-possessing IN-fusions (IN-I-PpoI and IN-I-PpoIH78A) to recognize and process the 15 bp 
target site was proven by the DNA cleavage experiments both with plasmid DNA and in 
cultured cells. For these vectors, the protein-DNA interaction sites localizing to the non-
nucleolar I-PpoI sites and rDNA were studied as part of the characterization of the cytotoxicity 
of the protein and the functionality of protein transduction (original publication III). Here, also 




Protein-DNA interaction sites were studied with chromosome immunoprecipitation (ChIP) 
followed by sequencing.  Interactions localizing to rDNA were counted in the Hg19 genome as 
described for IS targeting studies (5.3.2), and co-localization with the non-nucleolar I-PpoI sites 
was also studied. The results revealed enrichment of rDNA-localized interactions for many of 
the vectors containing different forms of I-PpoI proteins (Table 16). The clearest interactions 
were seen for the fusion proteins containing endonuclease activity. With both IN-I-PpoI mutant 
forms, LVVs that were trans-complemented with wt IN had a larger proportion of interaction 
sites localizing to the rDNA/ I-PpoI sites, in comparison to the IND64V trans-complemented 
LVVs. Moreover, IN-I-PpoIN119A was inferior to IN-I-PpoIH78A in interacting with either of the 
targets with I-PpoI recognition sites (Table 16).  
When interpreting the results, it needs to be kept in mind that the method is bound to 
detecting interaction “moments” rather than describing a sum of all interactions occurring at a 
defined site. The differences between vector data sets may thus partly arise by chance and from 
slight differences in the timing of sample preparation. Another possibility is that there can be 
different kinetics in target DNA binding and release between the different IN-I-PpoI forms. For 
example, it could be that the DNA cleavage-deficient fusion proteins dissociate from target 
DNA faster than the proteins that are capable of target DNA cleavage. It is surprising that the 
wt IN-complemented LVVs exhibited a greater interaction with the I-PpoI targets than the 
IND64V-complemented vectors because this result is in conflict with the obtained IS data.  
Qualitative differences possibly occurring also between these two vector types may partly 
explain the discrepancy, e.g. slower nuclear localization kinetics for the IND64V-complemented 
LVVs could have an impact on the ChIP sequencing study results.  
In summary, the ChIP sequencing studies confirmed the ability of all the IN-I-PpoI fusion 
proteins to interact with the rDNA-localized and the non-nucleolar I-PpoI sites, although the 
majority of resolved interaction sites localized elsewhere in the genome. The DNA-binding 
properties of IN-fusion proteins are likely to be dependent on the characteristics of the fusion 
partner. The results obtained in this thesis nevertheless demonstrate that one can induce 
specific protein-DNA interactions through the cis-packaging method.   
 
 
Table 16. Interaction of different IN-fusion proteins with rDNA (ChrUn_gl000220) and the non-rDNA-
localized I-PpoI sites.   
 
























































Total n 24764 2226 88 15627 4213 51015 8720 13703
n 242 95 8 628 324 189 34 397
% 0.98 4.27 9.09 4.02 7.69 0.37 0.39 2.90
n 1 5 0 23 20 0 0 10
% 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.15 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.07






6 Discussion and future directions  
6.1 IN-FUSION PROTEINS AS A METHOD FOR PROTEIN TRANSDUCTION 
The results obtained in this work support the concept that IN-fusion proteins can be used as 
virion tethers to promote the delivery of foreign proteins into target cells via transduction. The 
advantages of LVVs as protein transduction tools include their efficient entry into a variety of 
cells and the possibility to pseudotype vectors to obtain desired target cell specificity (Cronin et 
al. 2005). IN proteins are packaged into vectors at lower amounts than Vpr fusion proteins. This 
can be advantageous for the delivery of nucleases, which are often toxic if present at high 
concentrations. With cis-packaging, also the negative impacts of Vpr (Zhao et al. 2011) on 
cellular viability can be avoided. 
 In the light of the results obtained in this work, one can state that cis-packaging achieves 
sufficient levels of protein incorporation to make it suitable for different types of applications. 
HIV-1 PR cleavage sites have been introduced into different Vpr fusion proteins to permit the 
dissociation of the trans-packaged protein from its carrier inside virions (Izmiryan et al. 2011; 
Holmes-Son & Chow 2000). Adding such a moiety between the IN and the fusion partner could 
be beneficial in situations where the fusion partner loses activity due to N-terminal fusions. In 
addition, the presence of potential PR cleavage sites could be monitored to minimize the 
possibility for unwanted fusion protein proteolysis. 
The largest fusion partner tested with IN in this work was the tumour suppressor p53. LV 
particles seem to display surprising plasticity with regard to the protein content packaged 
inside the envelope, as duplicate cones can be found in as much as one third of LV particles 
(Briggs et al. 2003). Therefore, packaging much larger proteins, such as TALENs into LVV 
particles could in theory be possible. These proteins have proven to be unsuitable for expression 
from LVVs but not from adenoviral vectors (Holkers et al. 2012). Protein transduction of 
TALENs with LVVs could be an attractive option due to the lower immunogenic nature of 
LVVs in comparison to e.g. adenoviral vectors. The mixed multimer vectors generated in the 
current work showed that two types of proteins can be packaged into the same vector particle, 
which is relevant when considering the delivery of two half-site recognizing nucleases into 
target cells within a single particle.  
One of the advantages of LVVs is that they can transduce complex transgene sequences 
including multicistronic cassettes and non-coding RNAs (reviewed in Schambach et al. 2013). 
Therefore it could be possible to use the cis-packaging method also for the cellular delivery of 
the recent CRISPR-systems, whose advantages include targeting new DNA sequences through 
complementary RNA molecules instead of the more laborious generation of new proteins for 
each target site (Van der Oost 2013). The upper size limit of cis-protein packaging was not tested 
in the present work. Further tests will also be needed in order to characterize the exact impact of 
IN-fusion protein incorporation on the formation of LVV and VLP particles.  
6.1.1 Nuclease cis-packaging and cytotoxicity  
IDLVs have proven their utility in many areas of gene therapy, including ZFN delivery to 
obtain site-specific gene integration (Gabriel et al. 2011; Lombardo et al. 2011; Lombardo et al. 
2007). The most optimal delivery system for ZFNs or other nucleases would be able to promote 
transduction of all of the necessary reaction components within one vector particle, 
concomitantly minimizing the cytotoxic effects of nuclease expression in the target cells. The cis-




proteins and expressed transgenes into target cells nuclei, but only few stable transgene-
positive HeLa cells were obtained due to DSB-originated cytotoxicity.  
I-PpoI has approximately 600 target sites in the human genome, including its non-ribosomal 
sites and the ones embedded in the rRNA genes. Transduction of the protein into cells thus 
represents a major challenge for the cellular DNA repair machinery, and the maintenance of 
genomic stability with concurrent DSBs at different chromosomes requires efficient DSBR 
activity. Interestingly, all of the human cell studies where I-PpoI has been involved, and 
subsequently its cytotoxicity has been reported, have been conducted either in transformed cell 
lines or in cells that lack protein functions important in DSB signaling and repair pathways 
(Monnat et al. 1999; Berkovich et al. 2007; Wen et al. 2012). Cells lacking functional DSBRs are 
naturally more vulnerable to DSB-derived cytotoxicity because the unrepaired free DNA ends 
hamper replication and affect genomic stability. Instead of cancer cells, the more likely targets 
for therapeutic gene integration or genome editing are normal primary cells, such as those from 
the hematopoietic origin, or inducible pluripotent stem cells (Takahashi et al. 2007). However, it 
was thought that by examining the cytotoxic impact of I-PpoI target site cleavage in different 
cell types, it could be possible to obtain generic information about this process, and possibly 
also gain new knowledge regarding the feasibility of targeted integration into rDNA through 
DSB induction. Therefore, the cytotoxicity of IN-I-PpoI transduction was examined in non-
transformed and cancerous cell lines. Cytotoxicity was not exclusively restricted, but it was 
more prominent in cancer cell lines in comparison to finitely growing cells possessing no 
known DSBR mutations. The extent of cell death observed in some cancer cells after IN-I-PpoI 
delivery seemed unexpectedly high when considering that I-PpoI should catalyze the formation 
of about  60-180 DSBs per cell [10-30% of its about 600 target sites (Monnat et al. 1999; Gandhi et 
al. 2012; Wen et al. 2012)]. In comparison, about 50 endogenous DSBs per cell are produced in 
every cell cycle (Vilenchik and Knudson 2003), and other forms of nucleotide damage extend to 
levels of 20 000 to 200 000 per cell (Coates et al. 2005). The higher vulnerability of cancer cells to 
rDNA-targeted genome cleavage could arise from their lower genomic stability and from the 
fact that rDNA cluster reorganization is frequently found in these cells (Stults et al. 2009). It is 
also possible that cell type-specific differences exist in the activity of protein ubiquination 
pathways, which could lead to a longer retention of the active enzyme in cancer cell’s nuclei 
where it would be able to recleave potentially already repaired loci. Indeed this has been 
suggested to occur previously (Berkovich et al. 2007).  
Whatever the underlying reasons of I-PpoI cytotoxicity in cancer cells are, the results 
obtained in the present work showed that IN-fusion proteins are suitable for the nuclear 
delivery of a meganuclease. The cytotoxic impact of IN-nuclease delivery is likely to depend on 
the individual characteristics of the target cells, the amount of endonuclease delivered and the 
activity and genomic cleavage site numbers of the specific endonuclease in question. Future 
studies combining more specific endonuclease, such as ZFNs, with the IN-fusion protein 
delivery strategy could shed light on the true utility of the developed method in the field of 
gene therapy, for example for HR-induced targeted gene addition/genome editing, or for the 
directed disruption of sequences by NHEJ. Moreover, a strictly rDNA-specific nuclease would 
be useful in determining the safety of rDNA cleavage in clinically relevant cell types, such as 
those from the hematopoietic origin. With ZFNs, it has been shown that the maximal expression 
time can be limited by tagging the proteins with small molecule-controlled destabilizing 
domains to reduce enzyme-related cytotoxicity (Pruett-Miller et al. 2009). Such an approach 
may also be used with I-PpoI or other rDNA-directed nucleases if efficient cleavage at the 





6.2 INTEGRATION INTO SAFE HARBORS AND THE RIBOSOMAL DNA   
The genotoxic potential of integrating vectors has been well established to date. Developing a 
method for safe and specific gene insertion represents the Holy Grail of gene therapy, as it 
would overcome many of the safety issues and ethical problems that currently restrict the use of 
integrating vectors in gene therapy, and may therefore hamper the development of new and 
life-saving treatments.     
Of the integrating vectors available for gene therapists today, vectors based on site-specific 
nucleases are thought to hold the most useful potential for genome editing and accurate 
integration of desired sequences into predetermined loci, assuming their successful 
vectorization. As previously mentioned, however, the site-specificity of target cleavage with the 
most commonly used ZFNs is not as high as initially believed. This, together with the 
recombination of multiple donor sequences possessing or lacking homologous arms into 
cleaved sites, and the frequent introduction of unintended indel-mutations represent safety 
risks for the use of DSBs as drivers for gene addition. It remains to be seen whether the more 
recent CRISPR systems will hold their promise as a facile and versatile system for targeting 
genomic sites for cleavage, and whether their cytotoxicity profiles are better than those of the 
ZFNs or TALENs. IN-catalysed integration has not been reported to associate with cytotoxicity 
or genomic rearrangement events and it may therefore represent a safer approach for 
therapeutic gene integration, especially if efficiently targeted to a GSH. On a genome-wide 
scale, nuclease-induced gene addition can, however, be less genotoxic than that obtained with 
e.g. γRVVs due to the limited number of off-target sites in comparison to the inherently 
mutagenic nature of γRV integration.  
The genomic sites mostly targeted for transgene integration with LVV or IDLV-associated 
nucleases include the AAVS1, CCR5 and ILR2G (Table 2), but none of the most common GSH 
candidates seem to be truly trouble-free targets for disruption by transgene integration 
(Sadelain et al. 2011). rDNA is a unique environment in the nuclei of eukaryotes in terms of 
both its conserved nucleotide sequence and the nucleolar structures forming around rRNA 
genes. rDNA has been targeted for integration in both yeast and human cells with different 
methods. I-PpoI intron homing was found to occur in yeast cells following transfection of the 
natural HE gene-containing intron of Physarum polycephalum (Muscarella & Vogt 1993).  In 
addition, expressing the endonuclease in trans was able to promote so-called trans-integration 
of intron sequences where the I-PpoI ORF had been replaced by a heterologous gene (Lin & 
Vogt 1998).  Whereas these integration events were catalysed by DSB-driven HDR or NHEJ, 
integration targeting into the rDNA of human cells has also been pursued by traditional HR. 
Electroporation of homology arm-containing plasmids was reported to achieve a relative rDNA 
targeting frequency of over 50%, but the actual frequency of site-specific HR/ integration (1.1 x 
10-5) is, however, typically considered to be too low for practical purposes (Liu et al. 2007; Liu et 
al. 2012). rRNA gene-specific homology arms have also been incorporated into rAAVs to target 
vector integration into rDNA, which is a natural hotspot for rAAV integration (Nakai et al. 
2005; Wang et al. 2012; Lisowski et al. 2012). These vectors integrated into the targeted locus at a 
frequency of 23-39%, which was 8-13, or even 30 times more often than that seen for control 
vectors. However, it was also estimated that HR-specific integration into the 28S rRNA gene 
occurred in only ~2-4% (Wang et al. 2012), or in 11-17% (Lisowski et al. 2012) of mouse 
hepatocytes. The numbers of proficient ISs were low and some of the results may have been 
affected by the selection advantage conferred by the integrated transgene, complicating the 
interpretation of these results. Typical for rAAVs, concatameric insertions were present also in 
the rDNA-targeted cells. In comparison to plasmid based systems, the rAAV-approach 
nevertheless represents a more applicable system for gene delivery into many tissues. 
In this study, an absolute rDNA targeting efficiency of 2.7% was obtained in the absence of 




vector. These targeted integrations were catalysed by HIV-1 IN and the transgene constructs 
contained no homology to the intended integration site. Although both the catalyst of 
integration and the cell type of this study differ from the experiments listed in Table 2, it can be 
noted that the percentages of targeted integration events reported here are similar to many of 
those previously published (Table 2). The rDNA targeting frequencies of the different methods 
described above are difficult to compare explicitly due to the dissimilarities present in the 
targeting systems, use of selection and homology arms, and in the analysis methods used. 
Nevertheless, directing integration into rDNA is feasible with different methods, although at 
relatively low efficiencies.  
An important consideration is to determine whether rDNA truly represents a sound GSH 
that can promote stable transgene expression. The studies conducted in yeast and human cells 
have revealed that functional proteins can be expressed from the rDNA locus as RNA 
polymerase I transcripts, but also from RNA polymerase II promoters, as verified in human and 
mouse cells (Lin and Vogt 1998; Lisowski et al. 2012; Liu et al. 2012; Liu et al. 2007; Muscarella 
and Vogt 1993; Wang et al. 2012). Expression levels seem to be lower for genes inserted into the 
rDNA in comparison to genes residing elsewhere in the genome, but long-term direct 
comparisons of gene expression profiles in rDNA-targeted and non-targeted human cell clones 
are still lacking. In addition to transgene expression levels, a functional validation of rDNA as a 
GSH could also include determining the expression levels of near-by cellular genes, although 
elevated amounts of rRNA molecules are unlike to lead to adverse effects, not to mention 
oncogenicity.  Nevertheless, it is possible that e.g. fusion transcripts containing sequences from 
the transgene and the rRNA gene could result in the formation of non-functional ribosomes. 
The ability of such fusion transcripts to confer an oncogenic GOF for either the transgene 
product or the rRNA molecule should be studied, although the probability for these outcomes 
seems minute. One more important aspect related to the safety of transgene integration into 
rDNA is assessing the stability of inserted sequences. According to the literature, the 
mammalian rDNA architecture is well preserved in healthy mitotic cells (Killen et al. 2009). 
Interestingly, rDNA-targeted DSBs are moved out from the nucleolus for repair in the yeast 
Saccharomyces cerevisiae (Torres-Rosell et al. 2007). This aids to suppress rDNA recombination 
during DSB repair and ensures that the integrity of this repetitive genomic locus is maintained. 
It is not known whether transient DSB foci relocalization from the nucleolus into the 
nucleoplasm is evolutionarily conserved and also occurs in mammalian cells, but it would 
certainly be a favourable event because it would ensure that no undesired recombination events 
would follow the integration of new sequences into rDNA through DSB generation. Recently it 
has been demonstrated that the chromosomal context and epigenetic mechanisms may play a 
major role in determining the efficiency of rare-cutting endonuclease-induced genome 
engineering, and that these factors account for strong position effects that are observed between 
different target cell types (Daboussi et al. 2012). A fraction of rRNA genes are active and in an 
open conformation in each cell at all times, which is an inherent advantage when considering 
efficient DSB targeting to this locus. 
The high level of ISs localizing to non-nucleolar DNA in the current study implies that there 
are other tethering factors or DNA-interaction enhancers in addition to I-PpoI that play a major 
role in determining the IS selection of the modified vectors. The efficiency of site-specific 
integration could possibly be increased by introducing mutations into the amino acids of IN 
that are important for IN-LEDGF/p75 interaction. Although integration targeting into rDNA 
was in this thesis pursued through HIV-1 IN activity, it is possible that NHEJ-catalysed 
recombination of LVV-carried transgenes could have occurred at the rDNA target site with 
vectors carrying the endonucleolytically active IN-I-PpoIH78A protein. However, true ISs hits to 
the human genome were expected to result from IN activity and were therefore required to 
begin almost directly after the LTR sequence. Any NHEJ-originated indel-mismatches to the 
genomic DNA possibly present after the LTRs would thus have eliminated a sequence read 




when IDLV integration is associated with target DNA cleavage (Gabriel et al. 2011). In the 
future, IS profiles of endonuclease-containing LVVs will be studied in depth taking advantage 
of additional methods, such as Southern blot, PCR and modified bioinformatics methods to 
resolve possible non-homologous recombination events at the I-PpoI cleavage sites. In addition, 
stable cell clones and transgenic mouse strains harboring integrated transgenes explicitly in the 
rDNA would aid to dissect the nature of transgene expression from the rRNA gene locus, and 
its value and safety as a GSH.  
Gene therapy involving therapeutic gene integration or the correction of disease-underlying 
mutations holds great promises in that it is capable of permanently curing chronic diseases, 
thereby improving the quality of life of many patients that depend on life-long medication. 
Unfortunately gene therapy involving integrating is currently not possible without an inherent 
risk for the development of adverse effects. However, the knowledge regarding specific features 
that confer a gene transfer vector either safe or unsuitable for genome modifications has 
increased immensely since the initiation of the first successful gene therapy trials, and 
researchers around the world are actively developing methods that could overcome the current 
safety concerns related to therapeutic gene integration. Some level of unpredictability will likely 
remain associated with any method aiming at targeted genome modifications, and the selection 
of favourably altered cells prior to returning them to patients will probably remain to be an 



































This study aimed at testing whether transgene integration can be directed towards rDNA using 
an IN-fusion protein. The protein chosen to direct IN to the desired site was the homing 
endonuclease protein I-PpoI that has natural recognition sites in rDNA, which is an interesting 
GSH candidate for therapeutic transgene integration. In addition to the aim of integration 
targeting, vector-packaged I-PpoI tested the applicability of the developed cis-packaging 
strategy for use in the nuclear delivery of dimeric nucleases, which are one of the most 
promising tools for the enhancement of site-specific transgene integration for therapeutic 
purposes. Additional IN-fusion proteins were generated to test whether other types of cytotoxic 
or inert proteins could be packaged into vector and VLP particles and delivered into cells. The 
findings of this thesis can be summarized as follows: 
 
 
1) The IN-fusion protein, or cis-packaging strategy is a feasible platform for the generation 
of protein transducing lentiviral vectors or nucleic acid free nanoparticles carrying both 
cytotoxic and inert cargo, as verified with a meganuclease, a tumor suppressor protein 
and a fluorescent marker protein, all of which retained their anticipated activity in 
transduced cells. 
 
2) IN-fusion protein-containing vectors with optimized integration proficiency can increase 
vector integration close to a predetermined site recognized by the fusion partner.   
 
3) The integration profile of IN-modified vectors did not change towards a more genotoxic 




This study confirms the vast utility and surprising plasticity of modern lentiviral vectors in the 
field of gene therapy, revealing that they can be modified to integrate with new preferences, 
and also to be used to deliver desired proteins into target cell nuclei to obtain specific cellular 





8  References 
Abremski K, Hoess R (1984) Bacteriophage P1 site-specific recombination. Purification and properties of the Cre 
recombinase protein. The Journal of biological chemistry 259:1509–14. 
Aiuti A, Cattaneo F, Galimberti S, Benninghoff U, Cassani B, Callegaro L, Scaramuzza S, Andolfi G, Mirolo M, 
Brigida I, Tabucchi A, Carlucci F, Eibl M, Aker M, Slavin S, Al-Mousa H, Al Ghonaium A, Ferster A, 
Duppenthaler A, Notarangelo L, Wintergerst U, Buckley RH, Bregni M, Marktel S, Valsecchi MG, Rossi P, 
Ciceri F, Miniero R, Bordignon C, Roncarolo M-G (2009) Gene therapy for immunodeficiency due to 
adenosine deaminase deficiency. The New England journal of medicine 360:447–58.  
Aiuti A, Slavin S, Aker M, Ficara F, Deola S, Mortellaro A, Morecki S, Andolfi G, Tabucchi A, Carlucci F, Marinello 
E, Cattaneo F, Vai S, Servida P, Miniero R, Roncarolo MG, Bordignon C (2002) Correction of ADA-SCID by 
stem cell gene therapy combined with nonmyeloablative conditioning. Science (New York, NY) 296:2410–3.  
Asokan A, Schaffer D V, Samulski RJ (2012) The AAV vector toolkit: poised at the clinical crossroads. Molecular 
therapy: the journal of the American Society of Gene Therapy 20:699–708.  
Banasik MB, McCray PB (2010) Integrase-defective lentiviral vectors: progress and applications. Gene therapy 
17:150–7.  
Bártová E, Horáková AH, Uhlírová R, Raska I, Galiová G, Orlova D, Kozubek S (2010) Structure and epigenetics of 
nucleoli in comparison with non-nucleolar compartments. The journal of histochemistry and cytochemistry: 
official journal of the Histochemistry Society 58:391–403.  
Beard BC, Dickerson D, Beebe K, Gooch C, Fletcher J, Okbinoglu T, Miller DG, Jacobs MA, Kaul R, Kiem H-P, 
Trobridge GD (2007a) Comparison of HIV-derived lentiviral and MLV-based gammaretroviral vector 
integration sites in primate repopulating cells. Mol Ther 15:1356–65.  
Beard BC, Keyser KA, Trobridge GD, Peterson LJ, Miller DG, Jacobs M, Kaul R, Kiem H-P (2007b) Unique 
integration profiles in a canine model of long-term repopulating cells transduced with gammaretrovirus, 
lentivirus, or foamy virus. Human gene therapy 18:423–34.  
Belfort M, Roberts RJ (1997) Homing endonucleases: keeping the house in order. Nucleic acids research 25:3379–88. 
Berkovich E, Monnat RJ, Kastan MB (2007) Roles of ATM and NBS1 in chromatin structure modulation and DNA 
double-strand break repair. Nature cell biology 9:683–90.  
Berns K, Parrish CR (2007) Parvoviridae. In: Knipe DM, Howley PM (eds) Fields Virology, 5th ed. Lippincott 
Williams & Wilkins, pp 2437–2477 
Berry C, Hannenhalli S, Leipzig J, Bushman FD (2006) Selection of target sites for mobile DNA integration in the 
human genome. PLoS computational biology 2:e157.  
Biasco L, Baricordi C, Aiuti A (2012) Retroviral Integrations in Gene Therapy Trials. Molecular therapy: the 
journal of the American Society of Gene Therapy 20:709–716.  
Boisvert F-M, Van Koningsbruggen S, Navascués J, Lamond AI (2007) The multifunctional nucleolus. Nat Rev Mol 
Cell Biol 8:574–85.  
Boztug K, Schmidt M, Schwarzer A, Banerjee PP, Díez IA, Dewey RA, Böhm M, Nowrouzi A, Ball CR, Glimm H, 
Naundorf S, Kühlcke K, Blasczyk R, Kondratenko I, Maródi L, Orange JS, Von Kalle C, Klein C (2010) Stem-
cell gene therapy for the Wiskott-Aldrich syndrome. The New England journal of medicine 363:1918–27.  
Brady T, Agosto LM, Malani N, Berry CC, O’Doherty U, Bushman F (2009) HIV integration site distributions in 
resting and activated CD4+ T cells infected in culture. AIDS (London, England) 23:1461–71 
Brady T, Roth SL, Malani N, Wang GP, Berry CC, Leboulch P, Hacein-Bey-Abina S, Cavazzana-Calvo M, 
Papapetrou EP, Sadelain M, Savilahti H, Bushman FD (2011) A method to sequence and quantify DNA 
integration for monitoring outcome in gene therapy. Nucleic acids research 39:e72.  
Brandsma I, Gent DC (2012) Pathway choice in DNA double strand break repair: observations of a balancing act. 
Genome integrity 3:9.  
Briggs JA, Simon MN, Gross I, Kräusslich H-G, Fuller SD, Vogt VM, Johnson MC (2004) The stoichiometry of Gag 




Briggs JA, Wilk T, Welker R, Kräusslich H-G, Fuller SD (2003) Structural organization of authentic, mature HIV-1 
virions and cores. The EMBO journal 22:1707–15.  
Bukrinsky MI, Sharova N, Dempsey MP, Stanwick TL, Bukrinskaya AG, Haggerty S, Stevenson M (1992) Active 
nuclear import of human immunodeficiency virus type 1 preintegration complexes. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 89:6580–4. 
Burns KH, Boeke JD (2012) Human transposon tectonics. Cell 149:740–52.  
Bushman F, Lewinski M, Ciuffi A (2005) Genome-wide analysis of retroviral DNA integration. Nature Reviews 
Microbiology 3:848–58. 
Bushman FD (1994) Tethering human immunodeficiency virus 1 integrase to a DNA site directs integration to 
nearby sequences. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 91:9233–7. 
Bushman FD, Miller M (1997) Tethering human immunodeficiency virus type 1 preintegration complexes to target 
DNA promotes integration at nearby sites. Journal of virology 71:458–64. 
Butler S, Hansen M, Bushman F (2001) A quantitative assay for HIV DNA integration in vivo. Nature 7:631–634. 
Cartier N, Hacein-Bey-Abina S, Bartholomae CC, Veres G, Schmidt M, Kutschera I, Vidaud M, Abel U, Dal-Cortivo 
L, Caccavelli L, Mahlaoui N, Kiermer V, Mittelstaedt D, Bellesme C, Lahlou N, Lefrère F, Blanche S, Audit M, 
Payen E, Leboulch P, l’Homme B, Bougnères P, Von Kalle C, Fischer A, Cavazzana-Calvo M, Aubourg P 
(2009) Hematopoietic stem cell gene therapy with a lentiviral vector in X-linked adrenoleukodystrophy. 
Science (New York, NY) 326:818–23.  
Cattoglio C, Pellin D, Rizzi E, Maruggi G, Corti G, Miselli F, Sartori D, Guffanti A, Di Serio C, Ambrosi A, De Bellis 
G, Mavilio F (2010) High-definition mapping of retroviral integration sites identifies active regulatory 
elements in human multipotent hematopoietic progenitors. Blood 116:5507–17.  
Cavazzana-Calvo M (2000) Gene Therapy of Human Severe Combined Immunodeficiency (SCID)-X1 Disease. 
Science 288:669–672.  
Cavazzana-Calvo M, Payen E, Negre O, Wang G, Hehir K, Fusil F, Down J, Denaro M, Brady T, Westerman K, 
Cavallesco R, Gillet-Legrand B, Caccavelli L, Sgarra R, Maouche-Chrétien L, Bernaudin F, Girot R, Dorazio R, 
Mulder G-J, Polack A, Bank A, Soulier J, Larghero J, Kabbara N, Dalle B, Gourmel B, Socie G, Chrétien S, 
Cartier N, Aubourg P, Fischer A, Cornetta K, Galacteros F, Beuzard Y, Gluckman E, Bushman F, Hacein-Bey-
Abina S, Leboulch P (2010) Transfusion independence and HMGA2 activation after gene therapy of human β-
thalassaemia. Nature 467:318–22.  
Chalberg TW, Portlock JL, Olivares EC, Thyagarajan B, Kirby PJ, Hillman RT, Hoelters J, Calos MP (2006) 
Integration specificity of phage phiC31 integrase in the human genome. Journal of molecular biology 357:28–
48.  
Chevalier B, Stoddard B (2001) Homing endonucleases: structural and functional insight into the catalysts of 
intron/intein mobility. Nucleic acids research 29:3757–3774. 
Chick HE, Nowrouzi A, Fronza R, McDonald RA, Kane NM, Alba R, Delles C, Sessa WC, Schmidt M, Thrasher AJ, 
Baker AH (2012) Integrase-deficient lentiviral vectors mediate efficient gene transfer to human vascular 
smooth muscle cells with minimal genotoxic risk. Human gene therapy 23:1247–57.  
Ciuffi A, Bushman FD (2006) Retroviral DNA integration: HIV and the role of LEDGF/p75. Trends in genetics: 
TIG 22:388–95.  
Ciuffi A, Llano M, Poeschla E, Hoffmann C, Leipzig J, Shinn P, Ecker JR, Bushman F (2005) A role for LEDGF/p75 
in targeting HIV DNA integration. Nature Medicine 11:1287–9.  
Coates PJ, Lorimore SA, Wright EG (2005) Cell and tissue responses to genotoxic stress. The Journal of pathology 
205:221–35.  
Cong L, Ran FA, Cox D, Lin S, Barretto R, Habib N, Hsu PD, Wu X, Jiang W, Marraffini LA, Zhang F (2013) 
Multiplex genome engineering using CRISPR/Cas systems. Science (New York, NY) 339:819–23.  
Cornu TI, Cathomen T (2007) Targeted genome modifications using integrase-deficient lentiviral vectors. 
Molecular therapy: the journal of the American Society of Gene Therapy 15:2107–13.  
Crawford GE, Holt IE, Whittle J, Webb BD, Tai D, Davis S, Margulies EH, Chen Y, Bernat JA, Ginsburg D, Zhou D, 
Luo S, Vasicek TJ, Daly MJ, Wolfsberg TG, Collins FS (2006) Genome-wide mapping of DNase hypersensitive 
sites using massively parallel signature sequencing (MPSS). Genome research 16:123–31.  





Dalba C, Bellier B, Kasahara N, Klatzmann D (2007) Replication-competent vectors and empty virus-like particles: 
new retroviral vector designs for cancer gene therapy or vaccines. Molecular therapy: the journal of the 
American Society of Gene Therapy 15:457–66.  
Daniel R, Ramcharan J, Rogakou E, Taganov KD, Greger JG, Bonner W, Nussenzweig A, Katz RA, Skalka AM 
(2004) Histone H2AX is phosphorylated at sites of retroviral DNA integration but is dispensable for 
postintegration repair. The Journal of biological chemistry 279:45810–4.  
De Rijck J, Bartholomeeusen K, Ceulemans H, Debyser Z, Gijsbers R (2010) High-resolution profiling of the 
LEDGF/p75 chromatin interaction in the ENCODE region. Nucleic acids research 38:6135–6147.  
Deakin CT, Alexander IE, Kerridge I (2009) Accepting risk in clinical research: is the gene therapy field becoming 
too risk-averse? Molecular therapy: the journal of the American Society of Gene Therapy 17:1842–8.  
Denard J, Rundwasser S, Laroudie N, Gonnet F, Naldini L, Radrizzani M, Galy A, Merten O-W, Danos O, 
Svinartchouk F (2009) Quantitative proteomic analysis of lentiviral vectors using 2-DE. Proteomics 9:3666–76.  
Derse D, Crise B, Li Y, Princler G, Lum N, Stewart C, McGrath CF, Hughes SH, Munroe DJ, Wu X (2007) Human T-
cell leukemia virus type 1 integration target sites in the human genome: comparison with those of other 
retroviruses. Journal of virology 81:6731–41.  
Desfarges S, Ciuffi A (2010) Retroviral integration site selection. Viruses 2:111–30. doi: 10.3390/v2010111 
Deyle DR, Russell DW (2009) Adeno-associated virus vector integration. Current opinion in molecular therapeutics 
11:442–447. 
Donsante A, Miller DG, Li Y, Vogler C, Brunt EM, Russell DW, Sands MS (2007) AAV vector integration sites in 
mouse hepatocellular carcinoma. Science (New York, NY) 317:477.  
Donsante A, Vogler C, Muzyczka N, Crawford JM, Barker J, Flotte T, Campbell-Thompson M, Daly T, Sands MS 
(2001) Observed incidence of tumorigenesis in long-term rodent studies of rAAV vectors. Gene therapy 
8:1343–6.  
Dull T, Zufferey R, Kelly M, Mandel RJ, Nguyen M, Trono D, Naldini L (1998) A third-generation lentivirus vector 
with a conditional packaging system. Journal of virology 72:8463–71. 
Ebina H, Kanemura Y, Suzuki Y, Urata K, Misawa N, Koyanagi Y (2012) Integrase-independent HIV-1 infection is 
augmented under conditions of DNA damage and produces a viral reservoir. Virology 427:44–50.  
Engelman A, Cherepanov P (2008) The lentiviral integrase binding protein LEDGF/p75 and HIV-1 replication. 
PLoS pathogens 4:e1000046.  
Engelman A, Craigie R (1992) Identification of conserved amino acid residues critical for human immunodeficiency 
virus type 1 integrase function in vitro. Journal of Virology 66:6361–9. 
Engelman A, Hickman AB, Craigie R (1994) The core and carboxyl-terminal domains of the integrase protein of 
human immunodeficiency virus type 1 each contribute to nonspecific DNA binding. Journal of virology 
68:5911–7. 
Escarpe P, Zayek N, Chin P, Borellini F, Zufferey R, Veres G, Kiermer V (2003) Development of a sensitive assay for 
detection of replication-competent recombinant lentivirus in large-scale HIV-based vector preparations. 
Molecular therapy: the journal of the American Society of Gene Therapy 8:332–41. 
European Medicines Agency (2012) Positive opinion on the marketing authorisation of Glybera (alipogene 
tiparvovec). Press release: 1–2. 
Faschinger A, Rouault F, Sollner J, Lukas A, Salmons B, Günzburg WH, Indik S (2008) Mouse mammary tumor 
virus integration site selection in human and mouse genomes. Journal of virology 82:1360–7 
Felice B, Cattoglio C, Cittaro D, Testa A, Miccio A, Ferrari G, Luzi L, Recchia A, Mavilio F (2009) Transcription 
factor binding sites are genetic determinants of retroviral integration in the human genome. PloS one 4:e4571.  
Ferris AL, Wu X, Hughes CM, Stewart C, Smith SJ, Milne TA, Wang GG, Shun M-C, Allis CD, Engelman A, 
Hughes SH (2010) Lens epithelium-derived growth factor fusion proteins redirect HIV-1 DNA integration. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 107:3135–40.  
Fischer A, Hacein-Bey-Abina S, Cavazzana-Calvo M (2010) 20 years of gene therapy for SCID. Nature immunology 
11:457–60.  
Fleisig HB, Liang H, Nagarajan L (2010) Adenoviral oncoprotein E1B55K mediates colocalization of SSBP2 and 
PML in response to stress. Journal of molecular signaling 5:6.  
Fletcher TM, Soares MA, McPhearson S, Hui H, Wiskerchen M, Muesing MA, Shaw GM, Leavitt AD, Boeke JD, 
Hahn BH (1997) Complementation of integrase function in HIV-1 virions. The EMBO journal 16:5123–38.  
Flick K, Jurica M, Monnat R, Stoddard B (1998) DNA binding and cleavage by the nuclear intron-encoded homing 




Follenzi A, Naldini L (2002) Generation of HIV- 1 Derived Lentiviral Vectors. Methods in enzymology 346:454–465. 
Ford KG, Souberbielle BE, Darling D, Farzaneh F (2001) Protein transduction: an alternative to genetic 
intervention? Gene therapy 8:1–4.  
Freed EO, Martin MA (2007) HIVs and their replication. In: Knipe DM, Howley PM (eds) Fields Virology, 5th ed. 
Lippincott, Williams, and Wilkins, Philadelphia, pp 2107–2186 
Gabriel R, Eckenberg R, Paruzynski A, Bartholomae CC, Nowrouzi A, Arens A, Howe SJ, Recchia A, Cattoglio C, 
Wang W, Faber K, Schwarzwaelder K, Kirsten R, Deichmann A, Ball CR, Balaggan KS, Yáñez-Muñoz RJ, Ali 
RR, Gaspar HB, Biasco L, Aiuti A, Cesana D, Montini E, Naldini L, Cohen-Haguenauer O, Mavilio F, Thrasher 
AJ, Glimm H, Von Kalle C, Saurin W, Schmidt M (2009) Comprehensive genomic access to vector integration 
in clinical gene therapy. Nature medicine 15:1431–6.  
Gabriel R, Lombardo A, Arens A, Miller JC, Genovese P, Kaeppel C, Nowrouzi A, Bartholomae CC, Wang J, 
Friedman G, Holmes MC, Gregory PD, Glimm H, Schmidt M, Naldini L, Von Kalle C (2011) An unbiased 
genome-wide analysis of zinc-finger nuclease specificity. Nature biotechnology 29:816–23.  
Gaj T, Mercer AC, Gersbach CA, Gordley RM, Barbas CF (2011) Structure-guided reprogramming of serine 
recombinase DNA sequence specificity. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States 
of America 108:498–503.  
Gandhi M, Evdokimova VN, Cuenco KT, Nikiforova MN, Kelly LM, Stringer JR, Bakkenist CJ, Nikiforov, Yuri E 
(2012) Homologous chromosomes make contact at the sites of double-strand breaks in genes in somatic 
G0/G1-phase human cells. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 109:9454–9459.  
Gaspar HB, Parsley KL, Howe S, King D, Gilmour KC, Sinclair J, Brouns G, Schmidt M, Von Kalle C, Barington T, 
Jakobsen MA, Christensen HO, Al Ghonaium A, White HN, Smith JL, Levinsky RJ, Ali RR, Kinnon C, 
Thrasher AJ (2004) Gene therapy of X-linked severe combined immunodeficiency by use of a pseudotyped 
gammaretroviral vector. Lancet 364:2181–7.  
Gaur M, Leavitt AD (1998) Mutations in the human immunodeficiency virus type 1 integrase D,D(35)E motif do 
not eliminate provirus formation. Journal of virology 72:4678–85. 
Gay V, Moreau K, Hong S-S, Ronfort C (2012) Quantification of HIV-based lentiviral vectors: influence of several 
cell type parameters on vector infectivity. Archives of virology 157:217–23.  
Geraerts M, Willems S, Baekelandt V, Debyser Z, Gijsbers R (2006) Comparison of lentiviral vector titration 
methods. BMC biotechnology 6:34.  
Gijsbers R, Ronen K, Vets S, Malani N, De Rijck J, McNeely M, Bushman FD, Debyser Z (2010) LEDGF hybrids 
efficiently retarget lentiviral integration into heterochromatin. Molecular therapy: the journal of the American 
Society of Gene Therapy 18:552–560.  
Ginn SL, Alexander IE, Edelstein ML, Abedi MR, Wixon J (2013) Gene therapy clinical trials worldwide to 2012 - an 
update. The journal of gene medicine 15:65–77.  
Goff SP (2007) Retroviridae: The Retroviruses and Their Replication. In: Knipe DM, Howley PM (eds) Fields 
Virology, 5th ed. Lippincott Williams & Wilkins, Philadelphia, pp 1999–2069 
Gonin P, Buchholz C, Pallardy M, Mezzina M (2005) Gene therapy bio-safety: scientific and regulatory issues. Gene 
therapy 12 Suppl 1:S146–52.  
Gordley RM, Gersbach CA, Barbas CF (2009) Synthesis of programmable integrases. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 106:5053–8.  
Goulaouic H, Chow S (1996) Directed integration of viral DNA mediated by fusion proteins consisting of human 
immunodeficiency virus type 1 integrase and Escherichia coli LexA protein. Journal of virology 70:37–46. 
Green DR, Kroemer G (2009) Cytoplasmic functions of the tumour suppressor p53. Nature 458:1127–30.  
Grizot S, Smith J, Daboussi F, Prieto J, Redondo P, Merino N, Villate M, Thomas S, Lemaire L, Montoya G, Blanco 
FJ, Pâques F, Duchateau P (2009) Efficient targeting of a SCID gene by an engineered single-chain homing 
endonuclease. Nucleic acids research 37:5405–19.  
Hacein-Bey-Abina S, Garrigue A, Wang GP, Soulier J, Lim A, Morillon E, Clappier E, Caccavelli L, Delabesse E, 
Beldjord K, Asnafi V, MacIntyre E, Dal Cortivo L, Radford I, Brousse N, Sigaux F, Moshous D, Hauer J, 
Borkhardt A, Belohradsky BH, Wintergerst U, Velez MC, Leiva L, Sorensen R, Wulffraat N, Blanche S, 
Bushman FD, Fischer A, Cavazzana-Calvo M (2008) Insertional oncogenesis in 4 patients after retrovirus-
mediated gene therapy of SCID-X1. J Clin Invest 118:3132–42. 
Hacein-Bey-Abina S, Hauer J, Lim A, Picard C, Wang GP, Berry CC, Martinache C, Rieux-Laucat F, Latour S, 




Cavazzana-Calvo M (2010) Efficacy of gene therapy for X-linked severe combined immunodeficiency. The 
New England journal of medicine 363:355–64.  
Hacein-Bey-Abina S, Von Kalle C, Schmidt M, McCormack MP, Wulffraat N, Leboulch P, Lim A, Osborne CS, 
Pawliuk R, Morillon E, Sorensen R, Forster A, Fraser P, Cohen JI, De Saint Basile G, Alexander I, Wintergerst 
U, Frebourg T, Aurias A, Stoppa-Lyonnet D, Romana S, Radford-Weiss I, Gross F, Valensi F, Delabesse E, 
Macintyre E, Sigaux F, Soulier J, Leiva LE, Wissler M, Prinz C, Rabbitts TH, Le Deist F, Fischer A, Cavazzana-
Calvo M (2003) LMO2-associated clonal T cell proliferation in two patients after gene therapy for SCID-X1. 
Science (New York, NY) 302:415–9.  
Hackett CS, Geurts AM, Hackett PB (2007) Predicting preferential DNA vector insertion sites: implications for 
functional genomics and gene therapy. Genome Biology 8:S12.  
Hare S, Gupta SS, Valkov E, Engelman A, Cherepanov P (2010) Retroviral intasome assembly and inhibition of 
DNA strand transfer. Nature 464:232–6.  
Hartlerode A, Scully R (2009) Mechanisms of double-strand break repair in somatic mammalian cells. The 
Biochemical journal 423:157–168.  
Hernandez-Verdun D (2011) Assembly and disassembly of the nucleolus during the cell cycle. Nucleus (Austin, 
Tex) 2:189–94.  
Hildinger M, Abel KL, Ostertag W, Baum C (1999) Design of 5 ′ Untranslated Sequences in Retroviral Vectors 
Developed for Medical Use. Journal of virology 73:4083-9. 
Holkers M, Maggio I, Liu J, Janssen JM, Miselli F, Mussolino C, Recchia A, Cathomen T, Gonçalves MA (2012) 
Differential integrity of TALE nuclease genes following adenoviral and lentiviral vector gene transfer into 
human cells. Nucleic acids research 41:e63 
Holmes-Son ML, Chow SA  (2000) Integrase-lexA fusion proteins incorporated into human immunodeficiency 
virus type 1 that contains a catalytically inactive integrase gene are functional to mediate integration. Journal 
of virology 74:11548–56. 
Holmes-Son ML, Chow SA (2002) Correct integration mediated by integrase-LexA fusion proteins incorporated 
into HIV-1. Mol Ther 5:360–70.  
Holt N, Wang J, Kim K, Friedman G, Wang X, Taupin V, Crooks GM, Kohn DB, Gregory PD, Holmes MC, Cannon 
PM (2010) Human hematopoietic stem/progenitor cells modified by zinc-finger nucleases targeted to CCR5 
control HIV-1 in vivo. Nature biotechnology 28:839–47.  
Howe SJ, Mansour MR, Schwarzwaelder K, Bartholomae C, Hubank M, Kempski H, Brugman MH, Pike-Overzet 
K, Chatters SJ, De Ridder D, Gilmour KC, Adams S, Thornhill SI, Parsley KL, Staal FJT, Gale RE, Linch DC, 
Bayford J, Brown L, Quaye M, Kinnon C, Ancliff P, Webb DK, Schmidt M, Von Kalle C, Gaspar HB, Thrasher 
AJ (2008) Insertional mutagenesis combined with acquired somatic mutations causes leukemogenesis 
following gene therapy of SCID-X1 patients. The Journal of clinical investigation 118:3143–50.  
Hüser D, Gogol-Döring A, Lutter T, Weger S, Winter K, Hammer E-M, Cathomen T, Reinert K, Heilbronn R (2010) 
Integration preferences of wildtype AAV-2 for consensus rep-binding sites at numerous loci in the human 
genome. PLoS pathogens 6:e1000985.  
International Human Genome Sequencing Consortium* (2004) Finishing the euchromatic sequence of the human 
genome. Nature 431:931–45.  
Ivics Z, Hackett PB, Plasterk RH, Izsvák Z (1997) Molecular reconstruction of Sleeping Beauty, a Tc1-like 
transposon from fish, and its transposition in human cells. Cell 91:501–10. 
Ivics Z, Li MA, Mátés L, Boeke JD, Nagy A, Bradley A, Izsvák Z (2009) Transposon-mediated genome 
manipulation in vertebrates. Nature methods 6:415–22.  
Izmiryan A, Basmaciogullari S, Henry A, Paques F, Danos O (2011) Efficient gene targeting mediated by a lentiviral 
vector-associated meganuclease. Nucleic acids research 39:7610–9.  
Jin YF, Ishibashi T, Nomoto A, Masuda M (2002) Isolation and Analysis of Retroviral Integration Targets by Solo 
Long Terminal Repeat Inverse PCR. Society 76:5540–5547.  
Jinek M, East A, Cheng A, Lin S, Ma E, Doudna J (2013) RNA-programmed genome editing in human cells. eLife 
2:e00471.  
Joo K, Wang P (2008) Visualization of targeted transduction by engineered lentiviral vectors. Gene therapy 
15:1384–1396.  
Kaczmarczyk SJ, Sitaraman K, Young HA, Hughes SH, Chatterjee DK (2011) Protein delivery using engineered 





Kang EM, Choi U, Theobald N, Linton G, Long Priel DA, Kuhns D, Malech HL (2010) Retrovirus gene therapy for 
X-linked chronic granulomatous disease can achieve stable long-term correction of oxidase activity in 
peripheral blood neutrophils. Blood 115:783–91.  
Kang HJ, Bartholomae CC, Paruzynski A, Arens A, Kim S, Yu SS, Hong Y, Joo C-W, Yoon N-K, Rhim J-W, Kim JG, 
Von Kalle C, Schmidt M, Kim S, Ahn HS (2011) Retroviral gene therapy for X-linked chronic granulomatous 
disease: results from phase I/II trial. Molecular therapy: the journal of the American Society of Gene 
Therapy 19:2092–101.  
Katz R a, Merkel G, Skalka AM (1996) Targeting of retroviral integrase by fusion to a heterologous DNA binding 
domain: in vitro activities and incorporation of a fusion protein into viral particles. Virology 217:178–90.  
Khanna KK, Jackson SP (2001) DNA double-strand breaks: signaling, repair and the cancer connection. Nature 
genetics 27:247–54.  
Killen MW, Stults DM, Adachi N, Hanakahi L, Pierce AJ (2009) Loss of Bloom syndrome protein destabilizes 
human gene cluster architecture. Human molecular genetics 18:3417–28.  
Kim YG, Cha J, Chandrasegaran S (1996) Hybrid restriction enzymes: zinc finger fusions to Fok I cleavage domain. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 93:1156–60. 
King NMP, Cohen-Haguenauer O (2008) En route to ethical recommendations for gene transfer clinical trials. 
Molecular therapy: the journal of the American Society of Gene Therapy 16:432–8.  
Kojima KK, Fujiwara H (2005) Long-term inheritance of the 28S rDNA-specific retrotransposon R2. Molecular 
biology and evolution 22:2157–65.  
Kootstra NA, Verma IM (2003) Gene therapy with viral vectors. Annual review of pharmacology and toxicology 
43:413–39.  
Kurdi-Haidar B, Friedmann T (1996) Simplified plasmid rescue of host sequences adjacent to integrated proviruses. 
Gene 168:199–203. 
Kustikova O, Brugman M, Baum C (2010) The genomic risk of somatic gene therapy. Seminars in cancer biology 
20:269–78.  
Laitinen OH, Airenne KJ, Hytönen VP, Peltomaa E, Mähönen AJ, Wirth T, Lind MM, Mäkelä KA, Toivanen PI, 
Schenkwein D, Heikura T, Nordlund HR, Kulomaa MS, Ylä-Herttuala S (2005) A multipurpose vector system 
for the screening of libraries in bacteria, insect and mammalian cells and expression in vivo. Nucleic Acids 
Res 33:e42.  
Lander ES, Linton LM, Birren B, Nusbaum C, Zody MC, et al. (2001) Initial sequencing and analysis of the human 
genome. Nature 409:860–921.  
Larue R, Gupta K, Wuensch C, Shkriabai N, Kessl JJ, Danhart E, Feng L, Taltynov O, Christ F, Van Duyne GD, 
Debyser Z, Foster MP, Kvaratskhelia M (2012) Interaction of the HIV-1 Intasome with Transportin 3 Protein 
(TNPO3 or TRN-SR2). The Journal of biological chemistry 287:34044–58.  
Leavitt A, Robles G, Alesandro N, Varmus H (1996) Human immunodeficiency virus type 1 integrase mutants 
retain in vitro integrase activity yet fail to integrate viral DNA efficiently during infection. Journal of virology 
70:721–728. 
Leonard WJ (1996) The molecular basis of X-linked severe combined immunodeficiency: defective cytokine 
receptor signaling. Annual review of medicine 47:229–39.  
Lewin, B. (2004). Genes VIII. (G. Carlson & J. Challice, Eds.) (International Edition., 1056 pages). New Jersey:   
Pearson Education, Inc  
Lewis P, Hensel M, Emerman M (1992) Human immunodeficiency virus infection of cells arrested in the cell cycle. 
The EMBO journal 11:3053–3058. 
Li H, Malani N, Hamilton SR, Schlachterman A, Bussadori G, Edmonson SE, Shah R, Arruda VR, Mingozzi F, 
Wright JF, Bushman FD, High K a (2011a) Assessing the potential for AAV vector genotoxicity in a murine 
model. Blood 117:3311–9.  
Li L, Wu LP, Chandrasegaran S (1992) Functional domains in Fok I restriction endonuclease. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 89:4275–9. 
Li T, Huang S, Jiang WZ, Wright D, Spalding MH, Weeks DP, Yang B (2011b) TAL nucleases ( TALNs ): hybrid 
proteins composed of TAL effectors and FokI DNA-cleavage domain. Methods 39:359–372.  
Lin J, Vogt VM (1998) I-PpoI, the endonuclease encoded by the group I intron PpLSU3, is expressed from an RNA 




Lin J, Vogt VM (2000) Functional alpha-fragment of beta-galactosidase can be expressed from the mobile group I 
intron PpLSU3 embedded in yeast pre-ribosomal RNA derived from the chromosomal rDNA locus. Nucleic 
acids research 28:1428–38. 
Link N, Aubel C, Kelm JM, Marty RR, Greber D, Djonov V, Bourhis J, Weber W, Fussenegger M (2006) Therapeutic 
protein transduction of mammalian cells and mice by nucleic acid-free lentiviral nanoparticles. Nucleic acids 
research 34:e16.  
Lisowski L, Lau A, Wang Z, Zhang Y, Zhang F, Grompe M, Kay M a (2012) Ribosomal DNA Integrating rAAV-
rDNA Vectors Allow for Stable Transgene Expression. Molecular therapy: the journal of the American 
Society of Gene Therapy 20:1912–23. 
Liu H, Wu X, Xiao H, Conway JA, Kappes JC (1997) Incorporation of functional human immunodeficiency virus 
type 1 integrase into virions independent of the Gag-Pol precursor protein. Journal of virology 71:7704–10. 
Liu J, Skjørringe T, Gjetting T, Jensen TG (2009) PhiC31 integrase induces a DNA damage response and 
chromosomal rearrangements in human adult fibroblasts. BMC biotechnology 9:31.  
Liu R, Paxton WA, Choe S, Ceradini D, Martin SR, Horuk R, MacDonald ME, Stuhlmann H, Koup RA, Landau NR 
(1996) Homozygous defect in HIV-1 coreceptor accounts for resistance of some multiply-exposed individuals 
to HIV-1 infection. Cell 86:367–77. 
Liu X, Liu M, Xue Z, Pan Q, Wu L, Long Z, Xia K, Liang D, Xia J (2007) Non-viral ex vivo transduction of human 
hepatocyte cells to express factor VIII using a human ribosomal DNA-targeting vector. Journal of thrombosis 
and haemostasis: JTH 5:347–51.  
Liu X, Wu Y, Li Z, Yang J, Xue J, Hu Y, Feng M, Niu W, Yang Q, Lei M, Xia J, Wu L, Liang D (2012) Targeting of the 
human coagulation factor IX gene at rDNA locus of human embryonic stem cells. PloS one 7:e37071.  
Lombardo A, Cesana D, Genovese P, Di Stefano B, Provasi E, Colombo DF, Neri M, Magnani Z, Cantore A, Lo Riso 
P, Damo M, Pello OM, Holmes MC, Gregory PD, Gritti A, Broccoli V, Bonini C, Naldini L (2011) Site-specific 
integration and tailoring of cassette design for sustainable gene transfer. Nature methods 8:861–9.  
Lombardo A, Genovese P, Beausejour CM, Colleoni S, Lee Y-L, Kim KA , Ando D, Urnov FD, Galli C, Gregory PD, 
Holmes MC, Naldini L (2007) Gene editing in human stem cells using zinc finger nucleases and integrase-
defective lentiviral vector delivery. Nature biotechnology 25:1298–306.  
Lu YL, Spearman P, Ratner L (1993) Human immunodeficiency virus type 1 viral protein R localization in infected 
cells and virions. Journal of virology 67:6542–50. 
Luche RM, Enssle J, Kiem H-P (2012) Abrogated cryptic activation of lentiviral transfer vectors. Scientific reports 
2:438.  
Maetzig T, Baum C, Schambach A (2012) Retroviral Protein Transfer: Falling Apart to Make an Impact. Current 
gene therapy 12:389-409. 
Maetzig T, Galla M, Baum C, Schambach A (2011) Gammaretroviral vectors: biology, technology and application. 
Viruses 3:677–713.  
Mali P, Yang L, Esvelt KM, Aach J, Guell M, DiCarlo JE, Norville JE, Church GM (2013) RNA-guided human 
genome engineering via Cas9. Science (New York, NY) 339:823–6.  
Malim MH, Hauber J, Le SY, Maizel J V, Cullen BR (1989) The HIV-1 rev trans-activator acts through a structured 
target sequence to activate nuclear export of unspliced viral mRNA. Nature 338:254–7.  
Mannino SJ, Jenkins CL, Raines RT (1999) Chemical mechanism of DNA cleavage by the homing endonuclease I-
PpoI. Biochemistry 38:16178–86. 
Marcaida MJ, Muñoz IG, Blanco FJ, Prieto J, Montoya G (2010) Homing endonucleases: from basics to therapeutic 
applications. Cellular and molecular life sciences: CMLS 67:727–48.  
Maruggi G, Porcellini S, Facchini G, Perna SK, Cattoglio C, Sartori D, Ambrosi A, Schambach A, Baum C, Bonini C, 
Bovolenta C, Mavilio F, Recchia A (2009) Transcriptional enhancers induce insertional gene deregulation 
independently from the vector type and design. Molecular therapy: the journal of the American Society of 
Gene Therapy 17:851–6.  
Maudet C, Bertrand M, Le Rouzic E, Lahouassa H, Ayinde D, Nisole S, Goujon C, Cimarelli A, Margottin-Goguet 
F, Transy C (2011) Molecular insight into how HIV-1 Vpr protein impairs cell growth through two genetically 
distinct pathways. The Journal of biological chemistry 286:23742–52.  
McGarrity GJ, Hoyah G, Winemiller A, Andre K, Stein D, Blick G, Greenberg R, Kinder C, Zolopa A, Binder-Scholl 
G, Tebas P, June CH, Humeau LM, Rebello T (2013) Patient monitoring and follow-up in lentiviral clinical 




Meehan AM, Saenz DT, Morrison JH, Garcia-Rivera JA, Peretz M, Llano M, Poeschla EM (2009) LEDGF/p75 
proteins with alternative chromatin tethers are functional HIV-1 cofactors. PLoS pathogens 5:e1000522 
Metzker ML (2010) Sequencing technologies - the next generation. Nature reviews Genetics 11:31–46.  
Miller DG, Petek LM, Russell DW (2004) Adeno-associated virus vectors integrate at chromosome breakage sites. 
Nature genetics 36:767–73.  
Miller DG, Rutledge EA, Russell DW (2002) Chromosomal effects of adeno-associated virus vector integration. 
Nature genetics 30:147–8.  
Miller DG, Trobridge GD, Petek LM, Jacobs MA, Kaul R, Russell DW (2005) Large-scale analysis of adeno-
associated virus vector integration sites in normal human cells. Journal of virology 79:11434–11442.  
Miller JC, Holmes MC, Wang J, Guschin DY, Lee Y-L, Rupniewski I, Beausejour CM, Waite AJ, Wang NS, Kim KA, 
Gregory PD, Pabo CO, Rebar EJ (2007) An improved zinc-finger nuclease architecture for highly specific 
genome editing. Nature biotechnology 25:778–85.  
Mitchell RS, Beitzel BF, Schroder ARW, Shinn P, Chen H, Berry CC, Ecker JR, Bushman FD (2004) Retroviral DNA 
integration: ASLV, HIV, and MLV show distinct target site preferences. PLoS Biol 2:E234.  
Moiani A, Paleari Y, Sartori D, Mezzadra R, Miccio A, Cattoglio C, Cocchiarella F, Lidonnici MR, Ferrari G, Mavilio 
F (2012) Lentiviral vector integration in the human genome induces alternative splicing and generates 
aberrant transcripts. The Journal of Clinical Investigation 122:1653–1666.  
Monnat RJ, Hackmann AF, Cantrell MA (1999) Generation of highly site-specific DNA double-strand breaks in 
human cells by the homing endonucleases I-PpoI and I-CreI. Biochemical and biophysical research 
communications 255:88–93.  
Montini E, Cesana D, Schmidt M, Sanvito F, Bartholomae CC, Ranzani M, Benedicenti F, Sergi LS, Ambrosi A, 
Ponzoni M, Doglioni C, Di Serio C, Von Kalle C, Naldini L (2009) The genotoxic potential of retroviral vectors 
is strongly modulated by vector design and integration site selection in a mouse model of HSC gene therapy. 
J Clin Invest 119:964–75.  
Mueller PR, Wold B (1989) In vivo footprinting of a muscle specific enhancer by ligation mediated PCR. Science 
(New York, NY) 246:780–6. 
Muratori C, D’Aloja P, Superti F, Tinari A, Sol-Foulon N, Sparacio S, Bosch V, Schwartz O, Federico M (2006) 
Generation and characterization of a stable cell population releasing fluorescent HIV-1-based Virus Like 
Particles in an inducible way. BMC biotechnology 6:52.  
Muscarella D, Vogt V (1993) A mobile group I intron from Physarum polycephalum can insert itself and induce 
point mutations in the nuclear ribosomal DNA of saccharomyces cerevisiae. Molecular and cellular biology 
13:1023–33. 
Muscarella DE, Ellison EL, Ruoff BM, Vogt VM (1990) Characterization of I-Ppo, an intron-encoded endonuclease 
that mediates homing of a group I intron in the ribosomal DNA of Physarum polycephalum. Mol Cell Biol 
10:3386–96. 
Mussolino C, Morbitzer R, Lütge F, Dannemann N, Lahaye T, Cathomen T (2011) A novel TALE nuclease scaffold 
enables high genome editing activity in combination with low toxicity. Nucleic acids research 39:9283–93.  
Muthumani K, Montaner LJ, Ayyavoo V, Weiner D (2000) Vpr-GFP virion particle identifies HIV-infected targets 
and preserves HIV-1Vpr function in macrophages and T-cells. DNA and cell biology 19:179–188. 
Nakai H, Wu X, Fuess S, Storm TA, Munroe D, Montini E, Burgess SM, Grompe M, Kay MA (2005) Large-scale 
molecular characterization of adeno-associated virus vector integration in mouse liver. Journal of virology 
79:3606–3614.  
Németh A, Conesa A, Santoyo-Lopez J, Medina I, Montaner D, Péterfia B, Solovei I, Cremer T, Dopazo J, Längst G 
(2010) Initial genomics of the human nucleolus. PLoS genetics 6:e1000889.  
Németh A, Längst G (2011) Genome organization in and around the nucleolus. Trends in genetics: TIG 27:149–56.  
Nisole S, Saïb A (2004) Early steps of retrovirus replicative cycle. Retrovirology 1:9.  
Noguchi M, Yi H, Rosenblatt HM, Filipovich AH, Adelstein S, Modi WS, McBride OW, Leonard WJ (1993) 
Interleukin-2 receptor gamma chain mutation results in X-linked severe combined immunodeficiency in 
humans. Cell 73:147–57. 
Nowrouzi A, Dittrich M, Klanke C, Heinkelein M, Rammling M, Dandekar T, Von Kalle C, Rethwilm A (2006) 
Genome-wide mapping of foamy virus vector integrations into a human cell line. J Gen Virol 87:1339–47.  
Nowrouzi A, Glimm H, Von Kalle C, Schmidt M (2011) Retroviral vectors: post entry events and genomic 




Ochman H, Gerber AS, Hartl DL (1988) Genetic applications of an inverse polymerase chain reaction. Genetics 
120:621–3. 
Ocwieja KE, Brady TL, Ronen K, Huegel A, Roth SL, Schaller T, James LC, Towers GJ, Young JA, Chanda SK, 
König R, Malani N, Berry CC, Bushman FD (2011) HIV integration targeting: a pathway involving 
Transportin-3 and the nuclear pore protein RanBP2. PLoS pathogens 7:e1001313.  
Okada Y, Ueshin Y, Hasuwa H, Takumi K, Okabe M, Ikawa M (2009) Targeted gene modification in mouse ES cells 
using integrase-defective lentiviral vectors. Genesis (New York, NY: 2000) 47:217–23.  
Okui N, Sakuma R, Kobayashi N, Yoshikura H, Kitamura T, Chiba J, Kitamura Y (2000) Packageable Antiviral 
Therapeutics against Human Immunodeficiency Virus Type 1: Virion-Targeted Virus Inactivation by 
Incorporation of a Single-Chain Antibody against Viral Integrase into Progeny Virions. Human Gene Therapy 
11:537– 546. 
Orlando SJ, Santiago Y, DeKelver RC, Freyvert Y, Boydston EA, Moehle E a, Choi VM, Gopalan SM, Lou JF, Li J, 
Miller JC, Holmes MC, Gregory PD, Urnov FD, Cost GJ (2010) Zinc-finger nuclease-driven targeted 
integration into mammalian genomes using donors with limited chromosomal homology. Nucleic acids 
research 38:e152.  
Ott MG, Schmidt M, Schwarzwaelder K, Stein S, Siler U, Koehl U, Glimm H, Kühlcke K, Schilz A, Kunkel H, 
Naundorf S, Brinkmann A, Deichmann A, Fischer M, Ball C, Pilz I, Dunbar C, Du Y, Jenkins NA, Copeland 
NG, Lüthi U, Hassan M, Thrasher AJ, Hoelzer D, Von Kalle C, Seger R, Grez M (2006) Correction of X-linked 
chronic granulomatous disease by gene therapy, augmented by insertional activation of MDS1-EVI1, 
PRDM16 or SETBP1. Nature medicine 12:401–9.  
Papapetrou EP, Lee G, Malani N, Setty M, Riviere I, Tirunagari LMS, Kadota K, Roth SL, Giardina P, Viale A, Leslie 
C, Bushman FD, Studer L, Sadelain M (2011) Genomic safe harbors permit high β-globin transgene expression 
in thalassemia induced pluripotent stem cells. Nature biotechnology 29:73-8 
Papapetrou EP, Sadelain M (2011) Generation of transgene-free human induced pluripotent stem cells with an 
excisable single polycistronic vector. Nature protocols 6:1251–73.  
Paruzynski A, Arens A, Gabriel R, Bartholomae CC, Scholz S, Wang W, Wolf S, Glimm H, Schmidt M, Von Kalle C 
(2010) Genome-wide high-throughput integrome analyses by nrLAM-PCR and next-generation sequencing. 
Nature protocols 5:1379–95.  
Pattanayak V, Ramirez CL, Joung JK, Liu DR (2011) Revealing off-target cleavage specificities of zinc-finger 
nucleases by in vitro selection. Nature methods 8:765–70.  
Paxton W, Connor RI, Landau NR (1993) Incorporation of Vpr into human immunodeficiency virus type 1 virions: 
requirement for the p6 region of gag and mutational analysis. Journal of virology 67:7229–37. 
Peluffo H, Foster E, Ahmed SG, Lago N, Hutson TH, Moon L, Yip P, Wanisch K, Caraballo-Miralles V, Olmos G, 
Lladó J, McMahon SB, Yáñez-Muñoz RJ (2012) Efficient gene expression from integration-deficient lentiviral 
vectors in the spinal cord. Gene therapy.  
Perez-Pinera P, Ousterout DG, Gersbach CA (2012) Advances in targeted genome editing. Current opinion in 
chemical biology 16:268–77.  
Pettit S, Everitt L, Choudhury S, Dunn B, Kaplan A (2004) Initial cleavage of the human immunodeficiency virus 
type 1 GagPol precursor by its activated protease occurs by an intramolecular mechanism. Journal of Virology 
78:8477–8485.  
Poeschla EM (2008) Integrase, LEDGF/p75 and HIV replication. Cellular and molecular life sciences: CMLS 
65:1403–24.  
Porteus MH, Carroll D (2005) Gene targeting using zinc finger nucleases. Nature biotechnology 23:967–73.  
Prabu-Jeyabalan M, Nalivaika E, Schiffer CA (2002) Substrate shape determines specificity of recognition for HIV-1 
protease: analysis of crystal structures of six substrate complexes. Structure (London, England: 1993) 10:369–
81. 
Pruett-Miller SM, Reading DW, Porter SN, Porteus MH (2009) Attenuation of zinc finger nuclease toxicity by small-
molecule regulation of protein levels. PLoS genetics 5:e1000376.  
Pule MA, Rousseau A, Vera J, Heslop HE, Brenner MK, Vanin EF (2008) Flanking-sequence exponential anchored-
polymerase chain reaction amplification: a sensitive and highly specific method for detecting retroviral 
integrant-host-junction sequences. Cytotherapy 10:526–39.  
Qasim W, Vink CA, Thrasher AJ (2010) Hybrid Lentiviral Vectors. Molecular therapy: the journal of the American 




Raghavendra NK, Shkriabai N, Graham RL, Hess S, Kvaratskhelia M, Wu L (2010) Identification of host proteins 
associated with HIV-1 preintegration complexes isolated from infected CD4+ cells. Retrovirology 7:66.  
Rivière I, Dunbar C, Sadelain M (2012) Hematopoietic stem cell engineering at a crossroads. Blood 119:1107–1116.  
Rocheleau GA, Woodson SA (1995) Enhanced self-splicing of Physarum polycephalum intron 3 by a second group 
I intron. RNA (New York, NY) 1:183–93. 
Roe T, Reynolds T, Yu G, Brown P (1993) Integration of murine leukemia virus DNA depends on mitosis. The 
EMBO journal 12:2099–2108. 
Rogakou EP, Pilch DR, Orr AH, Ivanova VS, Bonner WM (1998) DNA double-stranded breaks induce histone 
H2AX phosphorylation on serine 139. J Biol Chem 273:5858–68. 
Roth SL, Malani N, Bushman FD (2011) Gammaretroviral integration into nucleosomal target DNA in vivo. Journal 
of virology 85:7393–401.  
Sadelain M, Papapetrou EP, Bushman FD (2011) Safe harbours for the integration of new DNA in the human 
genome. Nature reviews Cancer 12:51–58.  
Sakuma T, Barry MA, Ikeda Y (2012) Lentiviral vectors: basic to translational. The Biochemical journal 443:603–18.  
Sastry L, Johnson T, Hobson MJ, Smucker B, Cornetta K (2002) Titering lentiviral vectors: comparison of DNA, 
RNA and marker expression methods. Gene therapy 9:1155–62.  
Sastry L, Xu Y, Johnson T, Desai K, Rissing D, Marsh J, Cornetta K (2003) Certification assays for HIV-1-based 
vectors: frequent passage of gag sequences without evidence of replication-competent viruses. Molecular 
Therapy 8:830–839.  
Schambach A, Mueller D, Galla M, Verstegen MMA, Wagemaker G, Loew R, Baum C, Bohne J (2006) Overcoming 
promoter competition in packaging cells improves production of self-inactivating retroviral vectors. Gene 
therapy 13:1524–33.  
Schambach A, Zychlinski D, Ehrnstrom B, Baum C (2013) Biosafety features of lentiviral vectors. Human gene 
therapy 142:132–142.  
Scheffner M, Huibregtse JM, Vierstra RD, Howley PM (1993) The HPV-16 E6 and E6-AP complex functions as a 
ubiquitin-protein ligase in the ubiquitination of p53. Cell 75:495–505. 
Scheffner M, Werness BA, Huibregtse JM, Levine AJ, Howley PM (1990) The E6 oncoprotein encoded by human 
papillomavirus types 16 and 18 promotes the degradation of p53. Cell 63:1129–36. 
Schmidt M, Schwarzwaelder K, Bartholomae C, Zaoui K, Ball C, Pilz I, Braun S, Glimm H, Kalle C Von (2007) 
High-resolution insertion-site analysis by linear amplification – mediated PCR ( LAM-PCR ). Nature Methods 
4:1051–1057.  
Schmidt M, Zickler P, Hoffmann G, Haas S, Wissler M, Muessig A, Tisdale JF, Kuramoto K, Andrews RG, Wu T, 
Kiem H, Dunbar CE (2002) Polyclonal long-term repopulating stem cell clones in a primate model. October 
100:2737–2743.  
Schrijvers R, Vets S, De Rijck J, Malani N, Bushman FD, Debyser Z, Gijsbers R (2012) HRP-2 determines HIV-1 
integration site selection in LEDGF/p75 depleted cells. Retrovirology 9:84 
Schröder ARW, Shinn P, Chen H, Berry C, Ecker JR, Bushman F (2002) HIV-1 integration in the human genome 
favors active genes and local hotspots. Cell 110:521–9. 
Shaner NC, Campbell RE, Steinbach PA, Giepmans BNG, Palmer AE, Tsien RY (2004) Improved monomeric red, 
orange and yellow fluorescent proteins derived from Discosoma sp. red fluorescent protein. Nature 
biotechnology 22:1567–72.  
Shun M-C, Raghavendra NK, Vandegraaff N, Daigle JE, Hughes S, Kellam P, Cherepanov P, Engelman A (2007) 
LEDGF/p75 functions downstream from preintegration complex formation to effect gene-specific HIV-1 
integration. Genes & development 21:1767–78.  
Silver J, Keerikatte V (1989) Novel use of polymerase chain reaction to amplify cellular DNA adjacent to an 
integrated provirus. Journal of virology 63:1924–28. 
Silvers RM, Smith JA, Schowalter M, Litwin S, Liang Z, Geary K, Daniel R (2010) Modification of integration site 
preferences of an HIV-1-based vector by expression of a novel synthetic protein. Hum Gene Ther 21:337–49.  
Singh SP, Lai D, Cartas M, Serio D, Murali R, Kalyanaraman VS, Srinivasan A (2000) Epitope-tagging approach to 
determine the stoichiometry of the structural and nonstructural proteins in the virus particles: amount of Vpr 
in relation to Gag in HIV-1. Virology 268:364–71.  
Singh SP, Tungaturthi P, Cartas M, Tomkowicz B, Rizvi TA, Khan SA, Kalyanaraman VS, Srinivasan A (2001) 
Virion-associated HIV-1 Vpr: variable amount in virus particles derived from cells upon virus infection or 




Sinn PL, Sauter SL, McCray PB (2005) Gene therapy progress and prospects: development of improved lentiviral 
and retroviral vectors--design, biosafety, and production. Gene therapy 12:1089–98.  
Sirri V, Urcuqui-Inchima S, Roussel P, Hernandez-Verdun D (2008) Nucleolus: the fascinating nuclear body. 
Histochemistry and cell biology 129:13–31.  
Skalka A, Katz R (2005) Retroviral DNA integration and the DNA damage response. Cell death and differentiation 
12:971–8.  
Smith JA, Wang F-X, Zhang H, Wu K-J, Williams KJ, Daniel R (2008) Evidence that the Nijmegen breakage 
syndrome protein, an early sensor of double-strand DNA breaks (DSB), is involved in HIV-1 post-integration 
repair by recruiting the ataxia telangiectasia-mutated kinase in a process similar to, but distinct from, cellular 
DSB repair. Virology journal 5:11.  
Stein S, Ott MG, Schultze-Strasser S, Jauch A, Burwinkel B, Kinner A, Schmidt M, Krämer A, Schwäble J, Glimm H, 
Koehl U, Preiss C, Ball C, Martin H, Göhring G, Schwarzwaelder K, Hofmann W-K, Karakaya K, Tchatchou S, 
Yang R, Reinecke P, Kühlcke K, Schlegelberger B, Thrasher AJ, Hoelzer D, Seger R, Von Kalle C, Grez M 
(2010) Genomic instability and myelodysplasia with monosomy 7 consequent to EVI1 activation after gene 
therapy for chronic granulomatous disease. Nature medicine 16:198–204.  
Strausberg RL, Levy S, Rogers Y-H (2008) Emerging DNA sequencing technologies for human genomic medicine. 
Drug discovery today 13:569–77.  
Studamire B, Goff SP (2008) Host proteins interacting with the Moloney murine leukemia virus integrase: multiple 
transcriptional regulators and chromatin binding factors. Retrovirology 5:48.  
Stults DM, Killen MW, Pierce HH, Pierce AJ (2008) Genomic architecture and inheritance of human ribosomal 
RNA gene clusters. Genome research 18:13–8.  
Stults DM, Killen MW, Williamson EP, Hourigan JS, Vargas HD, Arnold SM, Moscow JA, Pierce AJ (2009) Human 
rRNA gene clusters are recombinational hotspots in cancer. Cancer research 69:9096–104.  
Suerth JD, Maetzig T, Brugman MH, Heinz N, Appelt J-U, Kaufmann KB, Schmidt M, Grez M, Modlich U, Baum C, 
Schambach A (2012) Alpharetroviral self-inactivating vectors: long-term transgene expression in murine 
hematopoietic cells and low genotoxicity. Molecular therapy 20:1022–32.  
Sugamura K, Asao H, Kondo M, Tanaka N, Ishii N, Ohbo K, Nakamura M, Takeshita T (1996) The interleukin-2 
receptor gamma chain: its role in the multiple cytokine receptor complexes and T cell development in XSCID. 
Annual review of immunology 14:179–205.  
Sørensen PD, Lomholt B, Frederiksen S, Tommerup N (1991) Fine mapping of human 5S rRNA genes to 
chromosome 1q42.11----q42.13. Cytogenetics and cell genetics 57:26–9. 
Takahashi K, Tanabe K, Ohnuki M, Narita M, Ichisaka T, Tomoda K, Yamanaka S (2007) Induction of pluripotent 
stem cells from adult human fibroblasts by defined factors. Cell 131:861–72.  
Tan W, Dong Z, Wilkinson TA, Barbas CF, Chow SA (2006) Human immunodeficiency virus type 1 incorporated 
with fusion proteins consisting of integrase and the designed polydactyl zinc finger protein E2C can bias 
integration of viral DNA into a predetermined chromosomal region in human cells. Journal of virology 
80:1939–48.  
Tan W, Zhu K, Segal DJ, Barbas CF, Chow SA (2004) Fusion proteins consisting of human immunodeficiency virus 
type 1 integrase and the designed polydactyl zinc finger protein E2C direct integration of viral DNA into 
specific sites. J Virol 78:1301–13. 
Tanizawa H, Noma K-I (2012) Unravelling global genome organization by 3C-seq. Seminars in cell & 
developmental biology 23:213–21.  
Taylor RC, Cullen SP, Martin SJ (2008) Apoptosis: controlled demolition at the cellular level. Nature reviews 
Molecular cell biology 9:231–41.  
Torres-Rosell J, Sunjevaric I, De Piccoli G, Sacher M, Eckert-Boulet N, Reid R, Jentsch S, Rothstein R, Aragón L, 
Lisby M (2007) The Smc5-Smc6 complex and SUMO modification of Rad52 regulates recombinational repair 
at the ribosomal gene locus. Nature cell biology 9:923–31.  
Trobridge GD (2011) Genotoxicity of retroviral hematopoietic stem cell gene therapy. Expert opinion on biological 
therapy 11:581–93.  
Trobridge GD, Miller DG, Jacobs MA, Allen JM, Kiem H-P, Kaul R, Russell DW (2006) Foamy virus vector 
integration sites in normal human cells. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States 
of America 103:1498–503.  
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Food and Drug Administration (2012) Guidance for Industry 




Urnov FD, Rebar EJ, Holmes MC, Zhang HS, Gregory PD (2010) Genome editing with engineered zinc finger 
nucleases. Nature reviews Genetics 11:636–46.  
Wagstaff KM, Jans DA (2006) Protein transduction: cell penetrating peptides and their therapeutic applications. 
Current medicinal chemistry 13:1371–87. 
Van de Nobelen S, Rosa-Garrido M, Leers J, Heath H, Soochit W, Joosen L, Jonkers I, Demmers J, Van der Reijden 
M, Torrano V, Grosveld F, Delgado MD, Renkawitz R, Galjart N, Sleutels F (2010) CTCF regulates the local 
epigenetic state of ribosomal DNA repeats. Epigenetics & chromatin 3:19.  
Van der Oost J (2013) Molecular biology. New tool for genome surgery. Science (New York, NY) 339:768–70.  
Van Gent DC, Vink C, Groeneger AA, Plasterk RH (1993) Complementation between HIV integrase proteins 
mutated in different domains. EMBO J 12:3261–7. 
Van Koningsbruggen S, Gierlinski M, Schofield P, Martin D, Barton GJ, Ariyurek Y, Den Dunnen JT, Lamond AI 
(2010) High-resolution whole-genome sequencing reveals that specific chromatin domains from most human 
chromosomes associate with nucleoli. Molecular biology of the cell 21:3735–48.  
Vandekerckhove L, Christ F, Van Maele B, De Rijck J, Gijsbers R, Van den Haute C, Witvrouw M, Debyser Z (2006) 
Transient and stable knockdown of the integrase cofactor LEDGF/p75 reveals its role in the replication cycle 
of human immunodeficiency virus. Journal of virology 80:1886–96.  
Verma IM, Weitzman MD (2005) Gene therapy: twenty-first century medicine. Annual review of biochemistry 
74:711–38.  
Vilenchik MM, Knudson AG (2003) Endogenous DNA double-strand breaks: production, fidelity of repair, and 
induction of cancer. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 
100:12871–6.  
Voelkel C, Galla M, Maetzig T, Warlich E, Kuehle J, Zychlinski D, Bode J, Cantz T, Schambach A, Baum C (2010) 
Protein transduction from retroviral Gag precursors. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America 107:7805–10.  
Voigt K, Izsvák Z, Ivics Z (2008) Targeted gene insertion for molecular medicine. Journal of molecular medicine 
86:1205–19.  
Wang GP, Ciuffi A, Leipzig J, Berry CC, Bushman FD (2007) HIV integration site selection: analysis by massively 
parallel pyrosequencing reveals association with epigenetic modifications. Genome research 17:1186–94.  
Wang GP, Garrigue A, Ciuffi A, Ronen K, Leipzig J, Berry C, Lagresle-Peyrou C, Benjelloun F, Hacein-Bey-Abina S, 
Fischer A, Cavazzana-Calvo M, Bushman FD (2008) DNA bar coding and pyrosequencing to analyze adverse 
events in therapeutic gene transfer. Nucleic acids research 36:e49.  
Wang Z, Lisowski L, Finegold MJ, Nakai H, Kay MA, Grompe M (2012) AAV Vectors Containing rDNA Homology 
Display Increased Chromosomal Integration and Transgene Persistence. Molecular therapy: the journal of 
the American Society of Gene Therapy 20:1902–1911.  
Wanisch K, Yáñez-Muñoz R (2009) Integration-deficient lentiviral vectors: a slow coming of age. Mol Ther 17:1316–
32.  
Warnock JN, Daigre C, Al-rubeai M (2011) Introduction to Viral Vectors. In: Merten O-W, Al-Rubeai M (eds) Viral 
vectors for gene therapy: Methods and protocols. Humana Press, Totowa, NJ, pp 1–25 
Wen J, Cerosaletti K, Schultz KJ, Wright JA, Concannon P (2012) NBN Phosphorylation regulates the accumulation 
of MRN and ATM at sites of DNA double-strand breaks. Oncogene.  
Wiedenheft B, Sternberg SH, Doudna JA (2012) RNA-guided genetic silencing systems in bacteria and archaea. 
Nature 482:331–8.  
Wilber A, Ulloa Montoya F, Hammer L, Moriarity BS, Geurts AM, Largaespada DA, Verfaillie CM, McIvor RS, 
Lakshmipathy U (2011) Efficient non-viral integration and stable gene expression in multipotent adult 
progenitor cells. Stem cells international 2011:717069.  
Wirt SE, Porteus MH (2012) Development of nuclease-mediated site-specific genome modification. Current opinion 
in immunology 24:609–16.  
Wittmayer PK, McKenzie JL, Raines RT (1998) Degenerate DNA recognition by I-PpoI endonuclease. Gene 206:11–
21. 
Wu C, Dunbar CE (2011) Stem cell gene therapy: the risks of insertional mutagenesis and approaches to minimize 
genotoxicity. Frontiers of medicine 5:356–71.  
Wu C, Jares A, Winkler T, Xie J, Metais J-Y, Dunbar CE (2013) High efficiency restriction enzyme-free linear 
amplification-mediated polymerase chain reaction approach for tracking lentiviral integration sites does not 




Wu X, Li Y, Crise B, Burgess S, Munroe D (2005) Weak palindromic consensus sequences are a common feature 
found at the integration target sites of many retroviruses. Journal of virology 79:5211–5214.  
Wu X, Li Y, Crise B, Burgess SM (2003) Transcription start regions in the human genome are favored targets for 
MLV integration. Science (New York, NY) 300:1749–51.  
Wu X, Liu H, Xiao H, Kim J, Seshaiah P, Natsoulis G, Boeke JD, Hahn BH, Kappes JC (1995) Targeting foreign 
proteins to human immunodeficiency virus particles via fusion with Vpr and Vpx. Journal of virology 
69:3389–98. 
Yáñez-Muñoz RJ, Balaggan KS, MacNeil A, Howe SJ, Schmidt M, Smith AJ, Buch P, MacLaren RE, Anderson PN, 
Barker SE, Duran Y, Bartholomae C, Von Kalle C, Heckenlively JR, Kinnon C, Ali RR, Thrasher AJ (2006) 
Effective gene therapy with nonintegrating lentiviral vectors. Nature medicine 12:348–53.  
Yao X, Kobinger G, Dandache S, Rougeau N, Cohen E (1999) HIV-1 Vpr-chloramphenicol acetyltransferase fusion 
proteins: sequence requirement for virion incorporation and analysis of antiviral effect. Gene therapy 6:1590–
1599. 
Zhao RY, Li G, Bukrinsky MI (2011) Vpr-host interactions during HIV-1 viral life cycle. Journal of neuroimmune 
pharmacology: the official journal of the Society on NeuroImmune Pharmacology 6:216–29.  
Zheng Y, Ao Z, Wang B, Jayappa KD, Yao X (2011) Host protein Ku70 binds and protects HIV-1 integrase from 
proteasomal degradation and is required for HIV replication. The Journal of biological chemistry 286:17722–
35.  
Zufferey R, Dull T, Mandel RJ, Bukovsky A, Quiroz D, Naldini L, Trono D (1998) Self-inactivating lentivirus vector 







Publications of the University of Eastern Finland
Dissertations in Health Sciences
isbn 978-952-61-1094-3
Publications of the University of Eastern Finland





























An Improved Lentivirus Vector 
for Safer Transgene Integration 
and Protein Transduction Diana Schenkwein
An Improved Lentivirus Vector 
for Safer Transgene Integration 
and Protein Transduction
The integration of therapeutic genes 
into the genomes of patient’s cells 
can promote long-term expression, 
which is beneficial in the treatment of 
many disorders. However, integration 
can cause insertional mutagenesis 
and lead to the emergence of severe 
adverse effects. This thesis aimed at 
developing a vector that could target 
integration into safe areas within the 
human genome. Through modifica-
tions introduced into lentivirus vec-
tors, intracellular protein delivery and 
increased integration at the aimed 
rDNA site was achieved. These find-
ings may advance safer gene therapy. 
